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EVALUATION OF THE NEBRASKA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
BLOCK GRANT ADMINISTRATION CERTIFICATION PROGRAM 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
DESCRIPTION OF NEBRASKA CDBG ADMINISTRATION CERTIFICATION 
PROGRAM 
The Nebraska Community Development Block Grant Adnllnistration 
Certification Program, in its fourth year of operation, certifies individuals who administer 
local grants received from the Nebraska Department of Economic Development (DED). 
Funds are provided by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
Included in the cetiification program, managed by the University of Nebraska at Omaha 
(UNO), are annual certification workshops, recertification workshops, and advanced 
training modules that are part of the recertification process. 
UNO and DED decided in 1998 to undertake a comprehensive evaluation of the 
certification program. UNO contracted with the Institute for Social and Economic 
Development (I SED) and utilized graduate students in the Master of Public 
Administration program to collect and analyze program information. 
The evaluation study included two goals, to examine input from certification 
participants, and develop operational indicators. Information fi·om the study would be 
used to improve the cetiification program. 
ISED consultants, UNO students, and UNO faculty and staff sUllilllarized 
program objectives, reviewed workshop evaluations, interviewed DED administrators, 
examined CDBG program files, and surveyed certification participants. 
Following are the key findings of the evaluation study. 
EVALUATION FINDINGS 
A. Summary Finding 
The combined findings of this evaluative study show that the CDBG Administration 
Training and Certification Program has successfuly met its major goals and 
objectives. Overall, administrators who were certified: 
• increased their knowledge of the CDBG program, 
• increased their knowledge and use of the CDBG administration manual, 
• improved their ability to understand, interpret and apply federal rules and 
regulations, 
• improved their management of grants, and 
• reduced the number of errors they commit. 
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B. Performance Findings 
1. DED staff perceptions. Most DED staff believe that the current training and 
certification program has resulted in substantial improvements in: 
• grant management and compliance, including a reduction in the number of 
enors made by grant administrators, 
• DED staff efficiency, and 
• administrator interest, commitment and participation levels. 
2. Grant management performance. Indicators of management performance were 
identified and integrated into a pilot instmment which was used to test the 
collection of evaluation data from grant files and the department's automated 
grant management system. Results from the pilot study of matched comparison 
groups of pre- and post-certification grants showed a 30.7 percent reduction in 
the number of errors made by administrators who were certified. 
C. Client Satisfaction Findings (Administrator Perceptions of the Training and 
Certification Program) 
1. CDBG Grant Administration Certification Training Workshops. Participants 
gave an overall high satisfactory rating for the certification training workshops 
(1.8 on a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 indicating the highest level of satisfaction). 
They also gave satisfactory rating to all of the individual sessions of each of the 
workshops. When asked to identify the most useful part of the training, 
participants most often commented that as a whole the infmmation presented at 
the workshop gave them a better understanding of the CDBG process and 
program. 
2. CDBG Grant Administration Recertification Training Workshops. 
Participants gave an overall high satisfactory rating for the certification training 
workshops (1.7 on a scale from 1 to 6, with 1 indicating highest level of 
satisfaction). They also gave satisfactory rating to all of the individual sessions of 
each of the workshops. Comments about the workshops overwhelmingly focused 
on praise for the workshops' content and format. 
3. Advanced Training Modules. All of the advanced training modules received 
overall satisfactory ratings from their respective participants. In general, 
participants indicated they were satisfied with the content and design of the 
modules as training programs, but the same time, many questioned the relevance 
of advanced training to grant administration. 
4. Administrator Perceptions of Training and Certification. Survey responses 
by administrators suggest the training was adequate, the knowledge acquired was 
useful, and the ability level of administrators generally improved since the 
training. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
DED should adopt a systematic approach to the evaluation of grant management 
performance, building upon the knowledge and experience gained dming the pilot study. 
The automated Grant Management System (GMS) should be developed as the primary 
source of information for future evaluations, and efforts to improve the GMS should 
involve evaluators in the design process. DED and evaluators should establish 
benchmarks of grant management performance, using the indicators identified during this 
study; these benchmarks should be based on the experience level of individual 
administrators and the relative degree of difficulty and potential for error of different 
categories of grants. 
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SECTION I. INTRODUCTION 
By Robert F. Blair, Ph. D. 
Deparment of Public Administration 
University of Nebraska at Omaha 
1 

On July I, 1998 the Nebraska Department of Economic Development (DED), the 
Division of Community and Rural Development (CRD) contracted with the Department 
of Public Administration at the University of Nebraska at Omaha (UNO) to provide 
services for the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Administration 
Certification Training and Development Program. The services included overall 
management of the training and development program, the development and delivery of 
advanced training modules, an evaluation of the program, and the beginning development 
of a technology-based continuing education module. 
This report describes the evaluation task coordinated by UNO to satisfy the 
UN O-DED 1998-1999 Contract for the CDBG Administration Certification 
Program. 
UNO and DED decided in 1998 to undertake a comprehensive evaluation of the 
training and certification program in its fourth year of operation. The patiies agreed that 
three years of program activities should provide sufficient information for an evaluation 
project. 
In general, the evaluation study included two goals: 
• Summarize and evaluate the input Ji"om the training and certification 
participants in order to improve the substance and delivery of subsequent 
certification workshops. 
• Develop operational benchmarks to measure the success ofthe certification 
program as shown by the improvement of participants' administrative skills. 
Methodology 
The evaluation study consisted of three separate activities. Each activity included 
its own research methodology. 
Description of CDBG Certification and Training Program. This activity 
consisted of outlining the objectives of the program, giving specifics on program 
activities, describing participants, and detailing how the certification program fits into the 
overall state CDBG program. Information was collected from existing state program 
sources, including DED reports and annual plans, and UNO program files. 
Collect and Evaluate Information from Program Participants. This activity 
included two sections of self-reporting from the program participants: a summary of the 
comments and evaluations following each workshop and training session in the 
certification program, and a comprehensive survey of participants, asking for their 
perceptions of the overall certification program. 
Collect and Evaluate Information from DED Staff and CDBG Program Files. 
This activity contained two sub-activities: extensive interviews ofDED staff responsible 
for the CDBG program, and archival research of CDBG program files. The primary 
function of this activity was to begin the development of CDBG Administration 
Cetiification Program benchmarks for future program evaluation and assessment. 
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Evaluation Process and Team 
The Evaluation Team consisted of three partners: 
The Institute for Social and Economic Development (ISED), an independent 
consulting firm with extensive experience in program evaluation, was contracted by 
UNO. ISED staff coordinated the development of program benchmarks. This was 
accomplished by interviewing DED staff and supervising the collection of data from 
CDBG program files. 
Graduate students in UNO's Master of Public Administration (MPA) 
program taking a course in Program Evaluation were organized as two separate research 
teams to collect and analyze information for different activities associated with the 
CDBG Certification and Training Program evaluation study. 
Student Team A coordinated the collection and analysis of data from program 
participants. They developed a questionnaire instrument and surveyed CDBG 
administrators who participated in the certification program. Their findings are included 
later in this evaluation study. (Note: the Student Team A report is included in the 
evaluation study as submitted by the students with little editing. UNO faculty, if 
requested by DED, may conduct additional analysis.) 
Student Team B worked with ISED in the collection and analysis of CDBG 
program files, assembling information for the development of CDBG Administration 
Certification Program benchmarks. 
UNO faculty and staff and DED staff provided technical support and helped 
coordinate the evaluation research. 
In order to ensure the integrity of an objective evaluation of an existing program, 
ISED staff and the MP A students independently collected and analyzed information 
included in the evaluation study. 
UNO faculty and DED staff limited their participation in the program evaluation 
to advice on program materials and activities and research support. 
Evaluation Study Limitations 
Administrators generally accept the need for independent evaluations of 
programs. Program evaluation methodologies normally include the requirement for the 
objective assessment of program goals and activities. Most administrators realize they 
will have difficulty maintaining a neutral perspective when evaluating their own 
programs. 
When examining the results of this program evaluation, then, readers need to 
consider the limitations and issues related to the methodological approach. Specific 
limitations are discussed in each section. 
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SECTION II. 
OVERVIEW: THE NEBRASKA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK 
GRANT ADMINISTRATION CERTIFICATION PROGRAM 
By Melanie Hayes, M.A. 
Center for Public Affairs Research 
University of Nebraska at Omaha 
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PART A. BACKGROUND AND HISTORY OF THE CDBG PROGRAM 
HUD's State Community Development Block Grant Program 
The State Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program is an initiative 
of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) based on the 
amended 1974 Housing and Community Development Act. The objectives of the CDBG 
Program are to I) benefit low- and moderate-income families, 2) prevent or eliminate 
slums or blight, and 3) meet urgent community development needs. 
The State CDBG Program provides states with annual direct grants, which they in 
tmn award to smaller communities for use in revitalizing neighborhoods, expanding 
affordable housing and economic opportunities, and/or improving community facilities 
and services. Almost 70 percent of CDBG program funds are distributed directly to about 
1,000 of the largest local governments every year through the CDBG Entitlement 
Communities Program. Most of the remaining funds are distributed among the States, 
who in turn distributes awards to smaller local governments that do not qualify for direct 
allocation. 
Each State must distribute their CDBG funds exclusively to units of general local 
government and they must develop a method to distribute funds to eligible local 
government. To ensure that funds are used appropriately and distributed in amounts to 
have an impact most States hold annual fi.mding competitions for non-entitlement 
communities. A small percentage of the funds may be kept by the State to provide 
technical assistance. 
Communities eligible for State CDBG funds are municipalities with fewer than 
50,000 residents and non-urban counties. States must award at least 70 percent of their 
CDBG funds for activities in which the majority of beneficiaries me oflow or moderate 
income or for activities in areas in which at least 51 percent of the residents are of low 
and moderate income. The term low- and moderate- income persons generally refers to a 
member of a family having an income equal to or less than the Section 8 lower income 
limit established by HUD. The income limits are determined for each Nebraska county on 
the higher of 80 percent of the median income of the county or 80 percent of the median 
income of the entire nonmetropolitan area of the state. 
States establish their own programs and rules to govern the distribution of their 
CDBG funds, but these choices are limited to activities that are eligible under the national 
program. These activities include, but are not limited to, acquiring real property for 
program purposes, reconstructing or rehabilitating housing or other property, building 
public facilities and improvements, helping people prepare for and obtain employment, 
assisting for-profit businesses for special economic development activities, providing 
public services for youths, seniors or the disabled, carrying out crime reduction 
initiatives, assisting homebuyers directly, enforcing local building codes and meeting 
planning and administrative expenses. 
To receive its annual CDBG block grant, a participating State must have an 
approved Consolidated Plan, which fulfills the program's application requirements and 
contains an action plan describing how the State will use its CDBG funds. 
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Nebraska's Community Development Grant Program 
Nebraska CDBG block funds are administered by the Nebraska Department of 
Economic Development. Table 1 shows the number of grants and amount of funds 
distributed by the program between 1993 and 19981. Table 2 shows the munber of grants 
awarded by category and amount between 1993 and 19982. 
Table 1. Number and Total Amount of CDBG Funds Distributed by Nebraska 
CDBG Program, in Thousands of Dollars, by Category of Grant Project, 1993-1998 
Grant Category/Year 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998t 
Business Development 
Number of grants II 3 4 5 5 
Funds distributed 1,065 295 307 340 368 
Comprehensive Revitalization 
Number of grants 7 4 2 8 
Funds distributed 1,460 865 413 1,969 
Disaster: Community 
Number of grants I 
Funds distributed 20 
Disaster: FEMA 
Number of grants 2 
Funds distributed 1,305 
Disaster: Housing 
Number of grants 6 5 
Funds distributed 2,283 3,727 
Disaster: Plam1ing 
Number of grants 8 
Funds distributed 374 
Disaster: Public Works 
Number of grants 21 37 
Funds distributed 2,201 10,071 
Economic Development 
Number of grants 21 20 15 11 24 6 
Funds distributed 7,347 5,241 4,735 2,673 9,040 1,971 
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Grant Category/Year 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998t 
Housing Development 
Number of grants 8 
Funds distributed 1,684 
Housing 
Number of grants 6 13 20 24 25 16 
Funds distributed 1,160 3,343 4,758 3,707 5,079 1,200 
Public Works 
Number of grants 13 12 20 14 11 9 
Funds distributed 2,485 2,560 3,812 2,853 1,900 250 
Planning 
Number of grants 18 24 28 31 12 
Funds distributed 248 448 393 463 67 
Capacity Building 
Number of grants 7 
Funds distributed 350 
Tourism* 
Number of grants 9 
Funds distributed 982 
Water Wastewater 
Number of grants 9 
Funds distributed 1,913 
Totals 21,382 26,348 14,472 11,937 20,095 3,738 
t Data from 1993 are incomplete. 
*Not listed as a category in Table 2. 
Table 2. Number ofCDBG Grant Awards, by Category and Amount, 1993-1998 
Grant Category/Year 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998t 
Business Development 
$1 - $50,000 3 0 I I 2 0 
$50,001-$100,000 7 I 3 4 3 0 
$100,001 - $250,000 0 2 0 0 0 0 
$250,001 - $500,000 I 0 0 0 0 0 
$500,001 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Grant Category/Year 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998t 
Comprehensive Revitalization 
$1 - $50,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$50,001- $100,000 0 0 0 2 0 0 
$100,001 - $250,000 6 3 1 2 0 0 
$250,001 - $500,000 1 1 1 4 0 0 
$500,001 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Disaster: Comprehensive 
$1 - $50,000 1 0 0 0 0 0 
$50,001-$100,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$100,001-$250,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$250,001 - $500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$500,001 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Disaster: FEMA 
$1- $50,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$50,001-$100,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$100,001 - $250,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$250,001 - $500,000 1 0 0 0 0 0 
$500,001 or more 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Disaster: Housing 
$1 - $50,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$50,001-$100,000 2 0 0 0 0 0 
$100,001 - $250,000 0 3 0 0 0 0 
$250,001 - $500,000 3 1 0 0 0 0 
$500,001 or more 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Disaster: Planning 
$1 - $50,000 6 0 0 0 0 0 
$50,001-$100,000 1 0 0 0 0 0 
$100,001 - $250,000 1 0 0 0 0 0 
$250,001 - $500,0000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$500,001 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Disaster: Pnblic Works 
$1 - $50,000 10 7 0 0 0 0 
$50,001-$100,000 3 7 0 0 0 0 
$100,001- $250,000 5 9 0 0 0 0 
$250,001 - $500,000 3 6 0 0 0 0 
$500,001 or more 0 8 0 0 0 0 
Economic Development 
$1- $50,000 2 0 0 0 0 2* 
$50,001 - $100,000 0 2 3 2 3 1 
$100,001 - $250,000 6 8 5 4 8 0 
$250,001 - $500,000 7 6 3 4 6 1 
$500,001 or more 6 4 4 1 7 2 
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Grant Category/Year 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998t 
Housing Development 
$1-$50,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$50,001-$100,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$100,001-$250,000 6 0 0 0 0 0 
$250,001 - $500,000 2 0 0 0 0 0 
$500,001 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Housing 
$1 - $50,000 0 0 0 5* 0 II* 
$50,001 - $100,000 0 0 2 0 0 0 
$100,001-$250,000 6 9 13 19 22 4 
$250,001 - $500,000 0 4 5 0 3 I 
$500,001 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Public Works 
$1 - $50,000 0 0 0 I 0 8* 
$50,001- $100,000 0 0 4 2 3 0 
$100,001- $250,000 13 9 16 10 6 1 
$250,001 - $500,000 0 3 0 I 2 0 
$500,001 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Planning 
$1 - $50,000 0 18 24 28 31 12** 
$50,001- $100,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$100,001 - $250,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$250,00 I - $500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$500,001 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Water Wastewater 
$1 - $50,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$50,001-$100,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$100,001 - $250,000 0 0 0 0 9 I 
$250,001 - $500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$500,001 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 
t Data for 1998 are incomplete 
* $0 amount shown in print-out 
** 8 grants had $0 amount shown on print-out 
Nebraska's Consolidated Plan and Action Plan 
The most recent Nebraska Housing and Community Development Consolidated 
Plan is a comprehensive document which identifies the states' housing, homelessness, 
and community development needs for 1995-2000. Covering all areas of the state, except 
Omaha and Lincoln, the Consolidated Plan establishes funding priorities, outlines 
strategies and identifies one-year actions for program implementation and funding. 
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Each year an action plan is proposed which sunnnarizes how Nebraska will use its 
CDBG funds. The action plan sunnnarizes the state's priorities and strategies of the 
delivery system, describes how the state proposes to further these priorities and strategies, 
and explains the state's method for distributing funds. 
Beginning in 1995, one priority of the Connnunity Development Delivery System 
is to increase the effectiveness of state connnunity development programs and services 
through streamlining and collaborative approaches focusing on customer need. Five 
strategies for meeting this priority are identified: 1) improve coordination of funding for 
community development, 2) create a collaboration in connnon areas of State 
Govermnent, 3) improve access to connnunity development services, programs and 
information, and 4) use other methods besides funding to increase the effectiveness of 
connnunity development programs and services in the state by building local capacity. 
The Nebraska CDBG Administration Certification Program is one of the activities 
developed as a way to meet the fourth strategy of this priority of the delivery system. 
Nebraska CDBG Administration Certification Program 
The Nebraska CDBG Administration Certification Program certifies professional 
personnel and grantees that administer the CDBG program on the local level. Participants 
are trained and tested on their competencies in five major areas: 1) knowledge of federal 
CDBG programs as related to DED, 2) ability to understand, interpret, and apply federal 
regulations, 3) basic knowledge of connnunity-based and economic development 
programs, 4) leadership ability, and 5) organization and management skills. The program 
was designed by DED's CDBG staff in collaboration with the University ofNebraska at 
Omaha. Completion of this certification program is required to administer a CDBG grant. 
The program includes annual cmiification workshops, recertification workshops 
and advanced training modules. Advanced training modules provide opportunities for 
individuals to increase professional skills that benefit their connnunities and leam from 
other Nebraskans that work in connnunity development. These modules are offered as 
part of the recertification process for grant administrators. 
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PART B. NEBRASKA CDBG ADMINISTRATION CERTIFICATION 
PROGRAM 
Program Rationale 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds for Nebraska are 
distributed by the Nebraska Department of Economic Development (DED). These funds 
are distributed among several categories: economic development, community 
development, public facilities and planning. Funds are administered at the local level by 
individuals with various credentials, including city clerks, city administrators, staff at 
development districts and consultants. 
Because administration ofthe fi.mds are restricted by statutes, rules and guidelines 
drawn up by the Federal CDBG officials (HUD), it is critical that those administering the 
funds understand and follow the guidelines. As of March 1, 1996, the State ofNebraska 
requires the formal certification of all person administering CDBG project in Nebraska. 
Certification is generally understood to mean formal recognition that an individual has 
fulfilled the requirements of and may practice in a specific field. The requirements may 
consist of experiences or demonstrated proficiency and competency in a specific body of 
knowledge. 
Program Goals and Parameters 
Prior to the implementation of the current training program, DED offered grant 
stmt-up training to city officials and block grant administrators. In 1994 it was decided 
that more intensive training which allows hands-on experiences would benefit both the 
state and local officials who are responsible for program administration. The training has 
two goals. First, the training should build capacity for grant administration at the local 
level to improve the record of compliance and to manage CDBG funds and program staff 
time more efficiently. Second, it should instill some form of quality control in grant 
administration in a pro-active and preventive manner. 
In March 1994, DED contracted with the Depmiment of Public Administration at 
the University of Nebraska at Omaha (UNO) to conduct a marketing and needs 
assessment. During the first year of planning CDBG administrators across the state were 
surveyed for their opinions of training and its content and focus group sessions were 
conducted with DED's CDBG staff, selected administrators, and selected CDBG 
consultants. The information collected served as the basis for designing and 
implementing the present training program. 
Key decisions about the design of the training program included the following. 
• Training is open to all that want to become certified. 
• Training helps protect Nebraska municipalities from non-compliance 
sanctions. 
• Training it not an unfunded mandate- training is an eligible CDBG expense. 
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• Grant applicants will not be negatively judged based on whether an 
administrator has already been hired or selected. 
• Ample training opportunities will be available. 
Next, DED established parameters for the certification program, including length of 
certification, education and other requirements for administrators, guidelines for 
responsibilities, requirements for renewal, identification of agencies responsible for 
examining competencies, rating of individual performance, and a decertification policy. 
Competencies 
DED also identified competency criteria. The certification program places 
emphasis on competencies and certification of professional administrative personnel by 
DED is based upon the premise that the candidate for certification has achieved a 
required level of proficiency. What constitutes any one level of proficiency must be based 
upon the identification of those competencies necessary to guarantee accountable 
performance. 
Five major competencies were identified, as those needed by all administrative 
professionals: 
1. Knowledge of federal CDBG programs as related to DED, 
2. Ability to understand, interpret and apply federal regulations, 
3. Basic knowledge of community-based and economic development programs, 
4. Leadership ability, and 
5. Organization and management skills. 
Certification Workshop Design 
It was decided that DED would design, organize and carry out the training with 
assistance fi·om UNO. Certification is issued jointly by DED and UNO. In November 
1994 UNO began to develop the certification workshop format and content, curriculum 
materials, and testing methodology. The first certification workshop was held in 
September 1995. Two additional certification workshops were held in 1996 and during 
this time UNO continued to revised and improve the certification workshop design and 
implementation, including evaluation and training for workshop presenters. 
The certification workshop curriculum focuses on teaching basic concepts of 
CDBG projects and administration and use of the administration manual. Two days of 
training are divided into sessions corresponding with the stages of a project, e.g. start-up, 
quarterly reports, program income, close-out. A review session is held the evening of the 
second day. Final questions are addressed on the morning of the third day after which the 
examination is given. The examination consists of 60 multiple-choice, true or false and 
short answer questions. A maximum of six questions may be answered incorrectly. 
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Recertification Guidelines 
In late 1996 DED established the guidelines for recertification. In December 
1996, a letter detailing the guidelines was sent to certified administmtors who had been 
certified during 1995 and 1996 and whose certification was scheduled to expire in June 
1998. 
Every two years certified administrators are required to attend a recertification 
workshop. UNO assisted with the design of these workshops. The first was held in 
February 1998, with a total of three being offered in 1998. 
Administrators who wish to renew their certification also must complete at least 
two approved advanced training modules prior to one month after their certification 
expires. These modules are training programs on substantive areas connected to CDBG 
projects and administration. The modules proactively improve the quality of grant 
administration by building capacity and expanding the scope of knowledge of the 
individual administrators. UNO began designing these advanced training modules in 
1996. The first module, on the topic of Public Finance Management, was held in January 
1997. 
Administrators have the option of attending a second cetiification workshop, 
including re-taking and passing the examination, in lieu of attending the recertification 
workshop. They also have the option of substituting other training for one of the modules. 
This substitution must be approved by DED and the administrator must submit a copy of 
the course description and documention of successful completion in order to receive 
credit. 
If an administrator allows his or her cetiification to expire without completing the 
requirements of recertification, he or she must allow their certification to lapse for an 
entire year before become certified again. 
Certification Workshops 
Since September 1995 through July 1998 there have been seven CDBG Grant 
Administration Certification Workshops held. A total of 3 02 persons were trained during 
these workshops and 267 persons have been certified. The difference between those 
trained and those certified include two groups of persons: those who attended the training 
but chose not to talce the examination and those who attended and took the examination 
but failed it. See Table 3 for a list of Certification Workshop Training dates and locations 
and numbers of persons trained and certified at each workshop. 
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Table 4. Dates, Locations and Number of Persons Trained, CDBG Certification 
Program Advanced Training Modules, January 1997- June 1998 
Topic and Date Location Trained 
Public Finance Management 
January 23-24, 1997 Norfolk 44 
March 18-19, 1997 Grand Island 42 
October 7-8, 1998 Gering * 
June 5-6, 1998 Ogallala 17 
Economic Development 
June 12-13, 1997 Lincoln 41 
October 6-7, 1998 Gering * 
March 9-10, 1998 Kearney t 
May 5-6, 1998 Kearney 25 
Advanced Economic Development 
September 4-5, 1997 Lincoln 22 
December 4-5, 1998 Scottsbluff * 
April15-16, 1998 Grand Island 39 
Economic Development Finance 
February 2-6, 1998 Columbus 31 
Housing Development 
February 25-26, 1998 Lincoln 47 
May 18-19, 1998 Hastings 36 
*Program rescheduled due to low registration 
tProgram rescheduled due to weather conditions 
Table 5. Dates, Locations and Number of Persons Trained and Certified, CDBG 
Grant Administration Recertification Workshops, February 1998- July 1998 
Dates 
February 24, 1998 
April 14, 1998 
June 3, 1998 
Locations 
Lincoln 
Grand Island 
Ogallala 
Trained 
43t 
44t 
17 
Total persons* 103 
* Total trained does not equal column total because one person attended two workshops 
t One person not eligible for recertification attended this workshop. 
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Table 3. Dates, Locations and Number of persons Trained and Certified, CDBG 
Grant Administration Certification Workshops, September 1995- July 1998 
Date Location Trained Certified 
Sept. 28-29, 1995 Kearney 123 100 
Feb. 20-22, 1996 Lincoln 73 70 
July 23-25, 1996 Grand Island 35 32 
April2-3, 1997 Lincoln 8 8 
July 9-11, 1997 Grand Island 31 26 
January 14, 1998 Lincoln 9 9 
July 14-16, 1998 Grand Island 30 24 
Total persons* 302 267 
*Total trained does not equal column total because seven persons attended two workshops; two of 
which were for recmtification purposes. 
Advanced Training Modules 
In January 1997, DED and UNO began offering a series of advanced training 
modules in conjunction with the CDBG Administration Certification Program. Between 
January 1997 and June 1998 training programs in five separate topics have been 
developed: Public Finance Management, Economic Development, Advanced Economic 
Development, Economic Development Finance and Housing Development. Thirteen 
modules have been conducted with 226 persons completing at least one module. See 
Table 4 for a list of dates, locations and numbers of persons trained at each module. 
In addition to the programs conducted, four additional programs were scheduled 
and publicized. Three of these were rescheduled due to low registration. One was 
rescheduled due to weather conditions. 
Recertification Workshops 
In Fall 1997 DED developed the guidelines for Recertification of Grant 
Administrators. These guidelines are detailed elsewhere in this report. They include the 
requirement for Grant Administrators to attend two advanced training modules and one 
recertification workshop between the time of their initial certification and a month after 
their certification expires. 
Of the 202 Grant Administrators whose initial certification expired in June 1998, 
I 0 I of them attended at least one of the three Recertification Workshops held between 
February 1998 and June 1998. See Table 5 for a list of Recertification Workshops, 
locations and numbers of persons trained at each workshop. 
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Recertification 
Of the 267 persons certified to date, 202 received certification that expired in June 
1998. Of these 98 have completed all requirements for recertification and now have 
certification status which expires in June 2000. Seven have received an extension of their 
certification until December 1998, subject to completion of one final requirement of 
recertification. 
The remaining 97 Grant Administrators whose initial certification expired in June 
1998 did not complete the requirements for recertification. Some of these have left the 
CDBG Administration Certification Program due to job changes and relocating outside of 
Nebraska. See Table 6 for a selected list of other characterstics of those who did not 
complete the requirements for recertification. 
Table 6. Characteristics of Grant Administrators whose Certification expired in 
June 1998 and who did not Renew their Certification Status past June 1998 
Total number of person who did not renew certification 97 
Left program due to job change or relocation II 
Other 88 
Type of organization n = 88 Number Percent 
47.7 
14.7 
20.5 
12.5 
13.6 
Municipality (city clerk, administrator, utilities) 42 
First class city 13 
Second class city 18 
Village II 
Private consulting firm 12 
Community action organization 7 8.0 
2.3 
9.1 
Chamber/development corporation 2 
Development district 8 
Other 14 15.9 
3.4 Unknown 3 
Type of organization n = 88 
Municipality 
First class city 
Second class city 
Village 
Private consulting firm 
Community action organization 
Chamber/development corporation 
Development district 
Other 
Unknown 
Only Certified Administrator 
In that community At that organization 
Yes No Yes No 
26 16 30 12 
3 10 6 7 
13 5 14 4 
10 1 10 1 
I 11 6 6 
1 6 4 3 
0 2 2 2 
4 4 2 8 
I 13 6 8 
1 2 n.a. n.a. 
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SECTION III PART A. SUMMARY OF PARTICIPANT EVALUATIONS OF 
WORKSHOPS AND ADVANCED TRAINING MODULES 
By Melanie A. Hayes, M.A. 
Center for Public Affairs Research 
University of Nebraska at Omaha 
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oc: 
Customer Satisfaction Evaluations 
This section of the evaluation report contains surrnnaries and analyses of the 
evaluation ratings and comments fi·om the certification and recertification workshops and 
for the advanced training modules. A separate summary and analysis will be made for 
each type of workshop (certification and recertification) and for each topical area of 
advanced training (public finance management, housing development, economic 
development and advanced economic development). 
The Nebraska CDBG Administration Certification Program has two goals. First, 
the training should build capacity for grant administration at the local level to improve 
the record of compliance and to manage CDBG funds and program staff time more 
efficiently. Second, it should instill some form of quality control in grant administration 
in a pro-active and preventive manner. The certification workshop is designed to meet the 
first goal. Potential grant administrators are required to attend this intensive two-day 
program focusing on administrative procedures and to pass a written exam on the 
information. The recetiification workshop is also designed to meet the first goal. After 
two years of certification, grant administrators are required to attend this one-day 
workshop focusing on updates and revisions to administrative procedures. 
The advanced training modules are designed to meet the second goal of the 
training program by providing opportunities for grant administrators to build new skills in 
substantive areas related to community and economic development. During each two year 
period of certification grant administrators are required to attend two continuing 
education courses. One of these must be from the list of advanced training modules 
provided by DED and UNO. The other may be a course offered by another source and 
approved by DED. 
Evaluation Methodology 
Participants of each workshop and module are given an evaluation fonn during 
registration and are reminded several times during the training to complete and return the 
form prior to leaving. The design of the evaluation tool is simple. Participants are asked 
to rate each session or element of the program by circling one number on a continuum 
from 1 to 6 with 1 signifying a high level of satisfaction and 6 signifying a high level of 
dissatisfaction. Any rating less than the median point on the scale (3.5) is considered to 
indicate satisfaction with the item being evaluated. Ratings higher than 3.5 indicate 
dissatisfaction. 
In addition, participants are asked to indicate where they work (city, county, ED 
district, engineering firm, consulting firm or other), and whether they have previously 
administered a CDBG project. Space is provided at the end of the form for additional 
comments. After each workshop the evaluations are tabulated and answers to the open-
ended questions and comments are compiled on a report which is distributed to relevant 
DED and UNO staff. 
Copies of the evaluation instruments used for each workshop and advanced 
training modules are included in appendix A. 
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Certification Workshops 
Seven Grant Administration Certification Workshops have been held since the 
start of the CDBG Administration Certification Program in 1995. The first one was held 
September 28-29, 1995, in Kearney. Two were held in 1996: February 20-22 in Lincoln 
and July 23-25 in Grand Island. Two were held in 1997: April2-3 in Lincoln and July 9-
11 in Grand Island. Two were held in 1998: January 13-14 in Lincoln and July 14-16 in 
Grand Island. 
DED staff designed the instructional content of the workshops and the 
examination. The initial workshop had a two day format consisting of a series of sessions 
each devoted to one topical area of grant administration. These sessions corresponded to 
the sectional divisions of the CDBG administration manual. An open-book examination 
was given late in the afternoon of the second day. Some of the subsequent workshops had 
a three day format. The first two days consisted of individual sessions devoted to topical 
area of grant administration. An optional review session was provided during the evening 
of the second day. The examination was given during the morning of the third day. This 
format change was made to provide additional time for instruction and to provide 
participants a chance to study and review the materials before the examination. 
Workshops held in Aprill997 and January 1998 retained the two day format 
because there were fewer participants. Workshops held in July of 1996, 1997 and 1998 
had the tln·ee day format. 
Sessions on different topics were added and removed from the agenda of each 
workshop as deemed necessary by DED staff. For example, for the July 1996 workshop 
sessions on program income, drawdown of funds and closeout requirements were added 
and in July 1997 sessions on labor standards, quarterly reports and audit requirements 
were added. This inconsistency among agendas makes the aggregate scores less valuable 
and it should be noted that the evaluations from participants of the February 1996 
workshop were unavailable and are not included in the aggregate score. 
Table 7 shows the characteristics of the participants who completed an evaluation 
of each of the workshops and for the workshops as an aggregate. Local government 
employed the majority of these participants for each of the workshops and for the 
workshops as a whole. Half of these participants of the first workshop had previously 
administered a CDBG project. For subsequent workshops less than 30 percent of these 
participants had previously administered a CDBG project. Overall, over 60 percent of 
these participants had not previously administered a CDBG project. 
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Table 7: Characteristics of Participants ofCDBG Grant Administration 
Certification Workshops, 1996-1998 
Year 1995 1996 1997 1997 1998 1998 Total* 
Month Sept July April July Jan July 
Location Kearny Grd Is!. Lincoln G Is!. Lincoln G Is!. 
Attended 123 35 8 31 9 30 302 
Evaluations 70 29 7 25 7 21 229 
Participant employed by: 
City 42 14 2 20 2 7 129 
County 5 1 0 0 1 0 12 
ED District 4 2 0 0 4 2 15 
Engineer 6 4 1 0 0 3 21 
Consultant I I 0 10 0 2 16 
Other 11 7 2 3 0 7 40 
Previously administered a CDBG project? 
Yes 30 8 2 7 1 5 83 
No 35 21 5 26 6 16 144 
*Totals do not include evaluations from participants of the February 1996 workshop. 
Table 8 shows the ratings received for each part of the workshop agenda for each 
of the individual workshops and for the workshops as an aggregate. A score of 1 signifies 
satisfaction and a score of 6 signifies dissatisfaction. All of the training sessions received 
satisfactory ratings and most received a high satisfactory rating. The only session that 
received a low satisfactory rating was the envirornnental session and then only during the 
first workshop. The score for this session improved dramatically for all subsequent 
workshops. 
In addition to the ratings, the evaluations form for this training included two open-
ended questions: "Which part of the training was most useful to you" and "Which part of 
the training was least useful to you." Responses to the open-ended question about the 
most useful part of the training overwhelming identified the entire workshop as being 
useful and informative. Many of the comments stated that as a whole the information 
presented gave them a better understanding of the CDBG process and program. Several 
participants commented that it was useful to them that the presentations followed the 
manual and provided a good overall review and explanation of the materials in the 
manual. Almost all sessions received at least one mention as the most useful with labor 
standards, administrative requirements and fmancial management being mentioned most 
often. 
Responses to the opened-ended question about the least useful part of the training 
included many comments that there were no parts of the training that was least or not 
useful. There were a few comments that the information presented was too detailed for an 
introductory training. Specific sessions mentioned most often as being least useful were 
envirornnental issues, civil rights and draw-downs. 
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Table 8. Evaluation Ratings of CDBG Grant Administration Certification 
VVorkshops,1996-1998 
Year 1995 1996 1997 1997 1998 1998 Total* 
Month Sept July April July Jan July 
Location Kearny Grd Is!. Lincoln Grd Is!. Lincoln Grd Is!. 
Attended 123 35 8 31 9 30 302 
Evaluations 70 29 7 25 7 21 229 
Overall 1.7 1.7 2.0 1.8 2.2 2.0 1.8 
Sessions 
Project Set-up 1.7 2.1 1.4 1.9 2.4 1.9 1.9 
Environmental 3.2 2.2 2.0 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.6 
Procurement 1.9 1.9 1.6 2.0 2.1 2.1 1.9 
Civil Right 1.8 1.9 2.0 2.0 1.9 2.1 1.8 
Acquisition 2.1 1.9 1.5 1.9 2.3 2.2 2.1 
Public Imp 1.6 1.9 1.4 1.9 1.7 
AdminReq 1.5 1.9 2.1 1.7 2.1 2.0 1.7 
Fin Management 1.6 1.9 1.7 2.0 2.7 2.0 1.9 
Program Income 2.1 1.5 1.8 2.0 2.0 
Drawdown 2.2 1.5 2.3 2.0 2.0 
Quarterly Reports 2.1 2.1 2.1 
AuditReqi 2.7 2.3 2.1 
Closeout 1.7 1.4 1.9 2.2 1.9 
Labor Standards 1.7 2.3 2.0 
Review Session 2.2 1.7 2.0 
Meeting Facility 2.2 1.7 1.2 2.4 2.7 1.7 2.1 
Lunch/Breaks 1.7 1.6 1.3 2.0 2.4 1.6 
*Aggregates do not include evaluations from participants ofFebrmny 1996 workshop. 
Most of the additional comments about the workshop related either to the 
materials, the presenters or the workshop design. Many of the comments praised the 
manual, but not the handouts provided during the instruction. There were several 
suggestions that copies of all overheads and other visual aids should be distributed to the 
participants as handouts to reduce the distraction of having to take notes. Most of the 
comments about specific presenters were favorable. Most of the negative comments 
referred to times when presentations did not follow closely with the materials in the 
manual. 
There was a lot of praise for the workshop design. The initial workshop got some 
negative comments about its length, intensity and organization, but most ofthe problems 
cited were reduced or eliminated by the change from a two-day to a three-day format as 
discussed earlier. Some of the participants commented on their dislike oftests and 
suggested that the testing be eliminated. 
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1.7 
Recertification Workshops 
Three grant administration recertification workshops were held in 1998 for those 
grant administrators whose certification expired at the end of June 1998. These 
workshops were held February 24 in Lincoln, April 14 in Grand Island, and June 3 in 
Ogallala. Grant Administrators must attend a recertification workshop within six months 
of their certification expiration date in order to renew their certification. This is one of 
three required elements of recertification. The other two elements of rece1iification are 
continuing education requirements. 
DED staff designed the instructional content of the workshops. The program had 
three elements: a review and update of administrative requirements, opportunities for 
administrators to share their experiences and an exercise that allows for application of the 
irlformation presented and discussed. Initially DED staff had plarmed to administer a test 
to rece1iification workshop participants but a case study exercise was substituted as a 
different way for participants to apply what they have learned. 
Table 9 shows the characteristics of the participants who completed evaluations of 
each of the workshops and for the workshops as an aggregate. Local government employs 
the majority of these participants of each of the workshops and for the workshops as a 
whole. Over 60 percent of these participants for each workshop have previously 
administered a CDBG project. And while all of these participants of the workshops were 
ce1iified grant administrators almost one-quarter of them had not previously administered 
a CDBG project. 
Table 9: Characteristics of Participants of CDBG Grant Administration 
Recertification Workshops, 1998 
Year 1998 1998 1998 Totals 
Month February April June 
Location Lincoln Grd Island Ogallala 
Attended 43 44 17 104 
Evaluations 43 38 14 95 
Participants employed by: 
City 19 25 7 51 
County 1 0 I 2 
ED District II 1 I 13 
Engineering firm 3 2 2 7 
Consulting firm I 3 0 4 
Other 6 7 3 16 
Previously administered a CDBG project? 
Yes 29 30 9 68 
No 10 7 5 22 
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Table 1 0 shows the ratings received for each part of the workshop agenda for each 
of the individual workshops and for the workshops as an aggregate. A score of l signifies 
satisfaction and a score of 6 signifies dissatisfaction. All of the training sessions received 
high satisfactory ratings. The only low satisfactory ratings were for the meeting facilities 
for the first and third workshops. 
Table 10: Evaluation Ratings of CDBG Grant Administration Recertification 
Workshops, 1998 
Year 1998 1998 1998 Totals 
Month February April June 
Location Lincoln Grd Island Ogallala 
Attended 43 44 17 104 
Evaluations 43 38 14 95 
Overall rating 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 
Session ratings 
New Requirements 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.8 
Common Admin Problems 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.7 
Sharing Best Practices 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 
Open Forum/Q & A 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.7 
Presentation of Case Study 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.6 
Discussion of Case Study 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.6 
Meeting Facility 2.3 1.7 2.1 2.0 
Lunches/breaks 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.9 
In addition to the ratings, the evaluations form for this training included two open-
ended questions: "Which part of the training was most useful to you" and "Which part of 
the training was least useful to you." Responses to the open-ended question about the 
most useful part of the training overwhelming mentioned the case study exercise. The 
opportunities to share experiences, including the panel discussion and open forum, were 
also mentioned. The presentations on administrative updates were mentioned least often 
as the most useful part of the training. 
Responses to the opened-ended question about the least useful part of the training 
overwhelming refused to identify any part of the workshop as not useful. Most of the 
responses to this question stated that all parts of the workshop were useful or beneficial. 
A few of the responses noted that there was often repetition among the groups in 
reporting of case study findings. Also mentioned was the need for presenters during the 
administrative update session to talk slower, to identify pertinent materials in the manual 
and to provide more examples for clarification of changes. 
Additional comments about the workshop or other items related to the training 
include the following general topics. These are listed in descending order of number of 
times mentioned. Overwhelmingly the comments focused on praise of the workshop 
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content and format, especially the inclusion of a case study exercise instead of a test. 
Also mentioned quite often, especially from participants of the workshop held in Lincoln, 
were logistical problems including the size, configuration and air temperature of the 
meeting rooms, availability of parking and quality of meals. A few participants 
commented negatively on the choice of location for the workshops; an equal number 
commented positively on the choice of location. The remaining comments were technical 
questions about specific regulations and suggestions for ways to improve the 
administration manual. 
Public Finance Management Training Program 
The Public Finance Management Training Program has been held three times. 
These programs were held January 23-24, 1997, in Norfolk, March 18-19, 1997, in Ch·and 
Island, and June 4-5,1998, in Ogallala. The January 1997 program was the first 
DEDIUNO sponsored advanced training module offered as a part of the CDBG 
Administration Certification Program. For the January 1997 session only, the Northeast 
Community College was also a sponsor. The March 1997 program was held during the 
same week as the Nebraska Municipal Clerk's Academy. 
The presenters- Don Wright from DED and B.J. Reed from UNO- developed 
the instructional content of the program. The program was designed to build and sharpen 
existing skills related to managing grant funds, municipal revenues and other accounts. 
Session topics included accounting basics, grant accounting, hands-on accounting, 
tracking finances, purchasing/procurement and controlling spending. For the first session 
of the program participants were asked to choose between either a basic accounting 
presentation or an advanced accounting presentation. On the second day ofthe program 
participants worked in groups on a series of cases and problems which illustrated the 
concepts and techniques presented. The cases were discussed and solutions to the 
problems were mailed to participants after the training. 
Table 11 shows the characteristics of the participants who completed evaluations 
of each of the Public Financial Management Training Programs and for the programs as 
an aggregate. Well over half (65 percent) of these participants of the first two programs 
were employed by local govermnent and almost half ( 48 percent) had previously 
administered a CDBG project. 
Table 12 shows the ratings received for each part of the program agenda for each 
time it was held and for the program as an aggregate. A score of 1 signifies satisfaction 
and a score of 6 signifies dissatisfaction. During the first two programs all but one of the 
sessions received satisfactory ratings. The exception was the hands-on accounting session 
that received ratings near the middle of the scale. The ratings from participants of the 
third program were higher for all sessions. For example, the rating for the hands-on 
accounting session improved by a full number. The only rating lower than at previous 
programs was for the meeting facility. As an aggregate the ratings for all sessions and 
elements of the program were satisfactory. 
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Table 11. Characteristics of Participants of Public Finance Management Training 
Programs, January 1997- June 1998 
Year 1997 1997 1998 Totals 
Month January March June 
Location Norfolk Grd Island Ogallala 
Attended 47 43 17 107 
Evaluations 37 37 15 89 
Participant employed by: 
City 25 26 6 57 
County 0 1 0 1 
ED District 3 0 2 5 
Engineering Firm 1 2 I 4 
Consulting Firm 0 1 4 5 
Other 9 7 2 18 
Previously administered a CDBG project? 
Yes 18 16 9 43 
No 19 21 6 36 
Table 12. Evaluation Ratings of Public Finance Management Training Programs, 
January 1997- June 1998 
Year 1997 1997 1998 Totals 
Month January March June 
Location Norfolk Grd Island Ogallala 
Attended 47 43 17 107 
Evaluations 37 37 15 89 
Overall 2.4 2.1 1.8 2.1 
Sessions 
Basic Accounting 2.2 2.1 1.9 2.1 
Advanced Accounting 2.5 2.5 1.6 2.5 
General Accounting 2.8 1.7 2.3 
Hands-on Accounting 3.5 3.6 2.5 3.4 
Tracking Finances 2.8 2.2 1.8 2.2 
Purchasing/Procurement 2.0 2.0 1.7 2.0 
Presenting Case Study 1.9 
Discussing Case Study 1.7 
Case Study 2.0 2.0 2.0 
Controlling Spending 2.2 2.0 1.7 2.0 
Meeting Facility 1.7 2.2 2.5 2.0 
Lunches/Breaks 2.0 1.9 1.9 2.0 
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The evaluation forms for all of the programs included a space for comments. The 
comments can be grouped into four major topics: presenters, content and design, 
materials and logistics. Most of the comments about the presenters were positive. Some 
commented on the use of humor and easy interaction between the presenters; some 
commented on the clarity of the presentations. There also were several comments that 
acknowledged the difficulty of presenting such a complex and multi-faceted topic as 
public finance. 
The majority of all of the comments were about the program content and design. 
There was no consistency among the participants regarding appropriateness or depth of 
the content. Some participants identified specific sessions as too complex or irrelevant to 
their job, while other participants identified the same sessions as needing deeper coverage 
during the program. Some participants liked the cases and problems; some commented 
they were of no use or too difficult. Some participants commented the program was too 
long; some commented it was too short. 
Overall the comments about the materials were positive. Participants like having 
copies of the overheads, even if there were some printing errors. Several comments 
suggested that a list of acronyms and accounting terminology should be included in the 
handbook. Several comments also recommended that the answers to the cases and 
problems were available during the program rather than having to wait for them to be 
mailed. 
There were only a few comments about the logistics of the program; most were 
negative comments about the quality and quantity of food, the air temperature of the 
room, the length of the breaks and the comfort of the chairs. 
Economic Development Training Program 
The Economic Development Training Program has been held twice. The 
programs were held June 12-13, 1997, in Lincoln and May 5-6, 1998, in Kearney. Robert 
Blair from UNO was the lead presenter for this program. At the first program Alice 
Schumaker and B.J. Reed assisted him, both are from UNO. At the second program Alice 
Schumaker from UNO and Stew Jobes from DED assisted him. 
This program was designed to build new or sharpen existing skills and to 
introduce the fundamentals of local economic development. Both programs contained 
sessions on introducing economic development, community strategies and networking 
and technical assistance. In addition, the first program had sessions on economic 
development projects, economic development skills and one case study. The second 
program had sessions on economic development strategies, economic development plans 
and two case studies. The reason for the change in the agenda between the two programs 
is unknown. 
Table 13 shows the characteristics of the participants who completed evaluations 
of each of the Economic Development Programs and for the programs as an aggregate. 
Only forty percent of the total participants who returned an evaluation worked for a local 
govermnent, while 16 percent were economic development district staff and 26 percent 
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were from organizations other than those listed. Over half (55 percent) had not previously 
administered a CDBG project. 
Table 13. Characteristics of Participants of Economic Development Training 
Programs, 1997-1998 
Year 1997 
Month June 
Location Lincoln 
Attended 42 
Evalnations 39 
Participants employed by: 
City II 
County 2 
ED District 9 
Engineering firm 6 
Consulting firm 3 
Other 10 
Previons Administered a CDBG project? 
Yes 16 
No 23 
1998 
May 
Kearney 
23 
23 
13 
1 
1 
1 
0 
6 
11 
11 
Total 
65 
62 
24 
3 
10 
7 
3 
16 
27 
34 
Table 14 shows the ratings received for each part of the program agenda for each 
of the individual programs and for the program as aggregate. The difference between the 
two programs as discussed earlier makes the aggregate ratings less revealing. A score of 
1 signifies satisfaction and a score of 6 signifies dissatisfaction. All sessions and elements 
of the both programs received satisfactory ratings. 
The evaluation forms for both programs included space for additional comments. 
These comments reflect the high ratings received for these programs. Most of the 
comments praised the quality of the trainers and/or the content of the programs for its 
appropriateness for an introductory course and relevance to small municipalities. 
Participants also liked the materials that were provided. 
Most of the negative comments related to the air temperature of the room. In 
addition, a few participants of the first program commented on the inconvenience of 
having the program scheduled for the first week of the month. 
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Table 14. Evaluation Ratings of Economic Development Training Programs, 1997-
1998 
Year 1997 1998 Total 
Month June May 
Location Lincoln Keamey 
Attended 42 23 65 
Evaluations 39 23 62 
Overall 1.8 1.7 1.8 
Sessions 
What is ED? 2.1 1.5 1.9 
Community Strategies 2.2 2.0 2.1 
ED Strategies 1.8 
ED Projects 1.9 
Present Case Study 1 1.5 
Discuss Case Study 1 1.4 
Case Study 1.9 
ED Skills 1.9 
Networking & TA 2.0 1.5 1.8 
Present Case Study 2 1.5 
Discuss Case Study 2 1.5 
ED Plan 1.7 
Meeting Facility 1.4 1.9 1.6 
Lunches/Breaks 1.3 1.6 1.4 
Advanced Economic Development Training Program 
The Advanced Economic Development Training Program has been held twice. 
The programs were held September 4-5, 1997, in Lincoln and April15-16, 1998, in 
Keamey. Robert Blair from UNO was the lead presenter of this program. He was also 
responsible for coordinating the other presenters. The first program had five additional 
presenters; the second had six. These presenters were from DED, the Nebraska Business 
Development Center, the Nebraska Economic Development Corporation, and the Center 
for Rural Affairs, development districts, and local government. 
This program was designed to build new or sharpen existing skills and 
competencies in managing local economic development projects. Both programs 
contained sessions on resource leveraging, reporting and recordkeeping and program 
income management. Both programs included two case studies. In addition, the first 
program had sessions on development fmance identification. The second program had 
sessions on fundamentals, identifying gaps, and economic development resources. The 
reason for the change in the agenda between the two programs is unknown. 
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Table 15 shows the characteristics of the participants who completed evaluations 
of each of the Advanced Economic Development Training Programs and for the 
programs as an aggregate. Over half (51 percent) of the participants who returned an 
evaluation were employed by local governments and over half (55 percent) had 
previously administered a CDBG project. 
Table 15. Characteristics of Participants of Advanced Economic Development 
Training Programs, 1997-1998 
Year 1997 
Month September 
Location Lincoln 
Attended 
Evaluations 
Participants employed by: 
City 
County 
ED District 
Engineering firm 
Consulting firm 
Other 
22 
17 
4 
1 
4 
2 
1 
4 
Previously Administered a CDBG project 
Yes 4 
No 12 
1998 
April 
Grd Island 
39 
32 
21 
0 
1 
0 
2 
7 
23 
8 
Totals 
61 
49 
25 
1 
5 
2 
3 
11 
27 
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Table 16 shows the ratings received for each part of the program agenda for each 
of the individual programs and for the program as aggregate. The difference between the 
two programs, as discussed earlier, makes the aggregate ratings less revealing. A score of 
l signifies satisfaction and a score of 6 signifies dissatisfaction. All sessions and elements 
of the both programs received satisfactory ratings. 
The evaluation forms for both of the programs asked two open-ended questions 
and provided room for additional comment. The open-ended questions were "Which part 
of the training was the most useful to you" and "Which part of the training was least 
useful to you." There were a wide variety of responses to both of the open-ended 
questions. Each session topic was selected by at least one participant as the most useful 
part of the training. The Economic Development Finance Resources session was selected 
most often as the most useful part, followed by reporting and recordkeeping, resource 
leveraging and the opportunity to network and share experiences. Surprisingly, the case 
studies, especially Case Study I, were often mentioned as the least useful part of the 
training. In other training programs the case study exercise often receives the most praise. 
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Table 16. Evaluation Ratings of Advanced Economic Development Training 
Programs, 1997-1998 
Year 1997 1998 Totals 
Month September April 
Location Lincoln Grd Island 
Attended 22 39 61 
Evaluations 17 32 49 
Overall 2.5 2.3 2.4 
Sessions 
Intra to Fundamentals 2.8 
Identifying Gaps 2.4 
Dev Finance Identification 3.2 
Present Case Study 1 2.9 
Discuss Case Study 1 2.8 
Case Study 1 3.5 
Resource Leveraging 2.3 2.3 2.3 
ED Finance Resources 2.2 
Present Case Study 2 2.6 
Discuss Case Study 2 2.5 
Case Study 2 2.4 
Reporting/Recordkeeping 2.0 2.1 2.1 
Program Income Mngt 2.1 2.2 2.1 
Meeting Facility 2.4 2.3 2.3 
Lunches/breaks 3.1 2.4 2.7 
The evaluation comments were varied but most focused on four areas: relevance 
of the training program, content and mechanics of the presentations, materials and 
logistics. There were many negative comments about the relevance of this training 
program to their jobs and to the grant administration process as a whole. Several of the 
participants offered specific suggestions of ways in which to improve the content of the 
program, for example develop specific objectives of each session, simplify the 
terminology and provide more examples. At the same time, there were many comments 
praising the facilitator and other presenters. Suggestions for improving the materials 
included adding a glossary of acronyms and other terminology, reorganizing the 
handbook to follow the order of presentations, adding a simplified checklist for financial 
analysis and providing solutions to the case study exercises. There were several negative 
comments about the facility (both the meeting rooms and the sleeping rooms) and the 
quality of the meals and refi·eshments. 
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Housing Development Training Program 
The Housing Development Training Program has been held twice. The programs 
were held February 25-26, 1998, in Lincoln and May 18-19, 1998, in Hastings. The lead 
presenter was Robert Blair from UNO. He was also responsible for coordinating the other 
presenters and panel members. The first program had ten additional presenters and panel 
members; the second program had five additional presenters and panel members. These 
presenters were from DED, the Nebraska State Data Center, FannieMae, USDA Rural 
Development, NIF A, HUD, Nebraska Energy Office and local govemments. 
This program was designed to build or sharpen the skills and knowledge of people 
responsible for housing and community development. Both of the programs had sessions 
on housing fundamentals, housing research, housing needs; panels on housing strategies 
and technical assistance; and a case study exercise. In addition, the second program had 
sessions on govermnent and public sector involvement in housing development and on 
DED and housing development. The reason for the change in the agenda between the two 
programs is unknown. 
Table 17 shows the characteristics of the participants who completed evaluations 
of each of the Advanced Economic Development Training Programs and for the 
programs as an aggregate. Only forty percent of the participants who returned an 
evaluation worked for a local govemment. Over thirty percent indicated they work for an 
organization of a type not listed. An examination of the participant list reveals that 
housing authorities or similar organizations employed many of the participants. Over half 
(52 percent) of the participants had not previously administered a CDBG project. 
Table 17. Characteristics of Participants of Housing Development Training 
Programs, February -May 1998 
Year 1998 1998 Totals 
Month February 
Location Lincoln 
Attended 
Evaluations 
Patticipants employed by: 
City 
County 
ED District 
Engineering firm 
Consulting firm 
Other 
52 
40 
16 
I 
5 
I 
I 
11 
Previously Administered a CDBG project? 
Yes 13 
No 22 
May 
Hastings 
36 88 
31 71 
12 28 
1 2 
4 9 
I 1 
2 3 
11 22 
13 26 
15 37 
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Table 18 shows the ratings received for each part of the program agenda for each 
of the individual programs and for the program as aggregate. The difference between the 
two programs as discussed earlier, and a change in how the case study exercise was 
evaluated makes the aggregate ratings less revealing. A score of 1 signifies satisfaction 
and a score of 6 signifies dissatisfaction. All sessions and elements of the both programs 
received low satisfactory ratings. 
Table 18. Evaluation Ratings of Housing Development Training Programs, 
February- May 1998 
Year 1998 1998 Totals 
Month February May 
Location Lincoln Hastings 
Attended 52 36 88 
Evaluations 40 31 71 
Overall 2.3 2.6 2.4 
Sessions 
Fundamentals 2.2 2.4 2.3 
Gov/Public Sector Involve 2.4 
Housing Research 2.4 2.4 2.4 
Housing Needs/Research 2.5 2.5 2.5 
Present Case Study 1 2.7 
Discuss Case Study 1 2.7 
Case Problem 2.7 
Housing Strategies: Panel 2.3 2.6 2.4 
Present Case Study 2 2.6 
Discuss Case Study 2 3.0 
DED & Housing Dev. 2.9 
Tech Assistance: Panel 2.3 2.9 2.5 
Meeting Facility 2.8 2.0 2.4 
Lunches/Breaks 2.3 1.9 2.1 
The evaluation forms for both of the programs asked two open-ended questions 
and provided room for additional comments. The open-ended questions were "Which part 
of the training was the most useful to you" and "Which part of the training was least 
useful to you." All of the sessions were mentioned at least once as the most useful pmi of 
the training, but the case study exercise, the housing research and needs, and the housing 
strategies panel were mentioned most often. At the same time, the case study exercise and 
the housing research and needs session were most often mentioned as the least useful part 
of the training. The government and public sector involvement in housing development 
session was also mentioned as the least useful part. 
Most of the additional comments focused on three topics: depth of content, 
relevance of training, and length of program. Many of the participants commented that 
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the content of the program was very helpful and appropriate for this type of training, but 
a few indicated that the content was too superficial and repetitive. There were several 
comments about the relevance of housing development to grant administration and the 
need for this type of training as a requirement for certification. Several of the participants 
of the first training suggested that the program could have been completed in one day 
rather than two. 
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SECTION III PART B: A SURVEY OF ATTITUDES ON 
TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION 
By Jeff Martino, Chad Anderson, Chris Anderson, 
Henry Looby and Stephen Aikins, 
M.P.A. Program 
University of Nebraska at Omaha 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
As a result of fiscal and political pressure to provide adequate funding for 
community enhancement as efficiently as possible, the State of Nebraska requires all 
local agencies wanting to receive Community Development Block Grants to certify those 
responsible for administering the funds and to recertify after a two-year period. This 
study examines the effectiveness of the training program. The training seminar is divided 
into six sections: Environmental Review, Financial Management, Procurement, 
Requirements, Civil Rights Requirements, Construction Contracts, and Housing 
Requirements. This study evaluates the responses fi·om those who completed the training 
in order to measure the strength of the program. 
This study collected its data from surveys sent to various community leaders and 
local government administrators. Receiving the survey were 243 participants, who were 
asked to respond to fifteen questions concerning the knowledge acquired, adequacy, 
practicality, and overall worthiness of the training. Answers to these questions provide 
information that will help the Nebraska Department of Development decide if the training 
is fulfilling its objectives. 
DED initiated the CDBG Administration Certification Program in 1995. The pro-
ram was designed, and initially offered to a class of ninety-eight participants in Keamey 
on September 28-29, 1995. Another five certification sessions followed, with three 
conducted in Lincoln and two in Grand Island. A total of 245 individuals received the 
two-year certification. In addition, eighty-seven people completed re-certification. 
In compiling the survey to evaluate the program, we believed two questions to be 
the main premises for this study. 
• Was the training program effective? 
• What was the cause of the low re-certification rate? 
The effectiveness of the program can be very subjective and this study relied upon 
those administrators who attended the program to provide supporting data. This study 
does leave open many possibilities to why there was a low recertification rate. It points 
to where this program appears to be working and how valuable the participants found the 
training. 
The intention was to do a significance test to determine the effect of each 
independent variable on the dependent variable. This was done through the calculation of 
the t-value using ninety-five percent confidence level and a predetermined number of 
degrees of freedom. The study also attempted to calculate the square of the multiple 
correlation of the independent variables (R-square) to dete1mine what portion of the 
variation in program effectiveness had been explained by the independent variables. 
Based on the result of the analysis, it was determined which of the independent variables 
had more influence on program effectiveness. 
Apart from the adequacy of training and the knowledge acquired, which had an 
inconclusive significant rating, the level of ability of the participants appear to increase 
after training, and therefore reflects a favorable significant rating. This implies that the 
training sharpened their skills in administering CDBG grants and dealing with 
39 
community issues. On the whole, with the exception of pre-training adequacy and 
lmowledge acquired, all variables possessed a positive significance. The implications are 
that the respondents' view the program generally favorably and regard it as worthy of 
attendance. 
In conclusion, based on the survey responses and the data analysis conducted by 
this study, the CDBG Administration Certification Program appears to have been 
successful. The pro-ram seems to not only have provided adequate training to the 
participants, but also, to have provided the lmowledge and skill needed to be effective 
administrators of CDBG grants and contributes to the well being of their respective 
communities. Theories can be drawn to address the low re-certification rate, however the 
findings from this study are not conclusive. 
The Question 
Throughout the state of Nebraska, the target of the Department of Economic 
Development is to promote community enhancement. To ensure that the leaders in each 
community are prepared to realize this goal, DED requires grant administrators to be 
certified. This certification will strengthen the ability and effectiveness of those leaders 
and result in maximum benefit for our communities. 
The training program consists of six separate sections that talce two days to 
administer. There is a recertification that must be attained every two years. This study 
attempts to evaluate the effectiveness of the training for the administrator who received 
training. A successful training would hope lo lead lo an effective administrator and 
eventually promote community development. 
The questions this study seeks to answer are: 
• Was the training effective? 
• What was the cause of the low re-certification rate? 
The effectiveness of the program can be very subjective and this study relied upon 
those administrators who attended the program to provide supporting data. This study 
does leave open many possibilities to why there was a low re-certification rate. It points 
to where this program appears to be working and how valuable the participants found the 
training. 
Program Description 
The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program provides funding to 
local agencies for the improvement of the community. "The primary objective of this 
program is the development of viable urban communities by providing decent housing, a 
suitable living environment, and expanding economic opportunities, principally for 
persons of low and moderate income" (http://www.hud.gov/cfda/pl4228.htrnl). To 
achieve this objective, the Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development 
provides funding to state and local agencies for distribution on the basis of need. 
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The first distribution method is the statutory formula. A central city of a 
metropolitan statistical area, other cities over 50,000 in population, and qualified counties 
over 200,000 in population receive a set contribution based on the statutory formula. 
They are not required to enter into the competitive process of acquiring CDBG Funds. 
Funding is based on the greater of two formulas applied to the city. The factors involved 
in the first formula are population, extent of poverty and extent of overcrowding, 
weighted 0.25, 0.50, and 0.25, respectively. The factors involved in the second formula 
are population growth lag, poverty, and age of housing, weighted 0.20, 0.30, and 0.50, 
Tespectively. The following funds were allocated for previous years; FY 97 
$3,017,280,000; FY 98 est. $2,936,640,000; FY 99 est. $3,103,100,000 
(http://www.hud.gov/cfda/pl4218.htrnl). 
The second distribution method involves CDBG fund being given to a State 
department for redistribution to eligible applicants. All applicants must enter into a 
competitive application process, in which the worthiest projects are funded first. The 
CDBG funds must be used for activities including neighborhood revitalization, economic 
development, or the provision of improved community facilities and services. "Specific 
activities that can be carried out with block grant funds include acquisition of real 
property, relocation and demolition, rehabilitation of residential and nonresidential 
structures, direct assistance to facilitate and expand home ownership among persons of 
low and moderate income, and provision of public facilities and improvements, such as 
water and sewer facilities, streets, and neighborhood centers." "The projected use of 
funds must be developed to give maximum feasible priority to activities which benefit 
low and moderate income persons or aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or 
blight." 
The CDBG funding is intended to benefit low to moderate-income (LMI) 
residents. LMI status is based on 80 percent or less of the median household income in 
the state, and is based on family size. If the median household income for a family of four 
is $30,000 in a particular state, then a family must make $24,000 or less to be considered 
LMI. A city in which more than 50 percent of the residents are LMI will be eligible for 
unrestricted eligibility for funding. Some cities may only have 3 0 percent of the 
population whu are LMI. These cities must target sections of the city in which 50 percent 
or more of the population is LMI. A grant application can then be prepared for that 
particular section of the city. 
States are given some discretion in the development of their particular CDBG 
program, The program, however. must be consistent with the national objectives. In the 
State of Nebraska, the funds are distributed into 4 main categories: Planning, Housing, 
Community Development, and Economic Development. 
In the Planning section, grants are awarded to conduct studies such as housing 
studies, community needs assessments, comprehensive plans, blight studies, and other 
studies which investigate the needs of the community. The maximum grant size is 
$25,000. All grants require a minimum local match of25 percent, although communities 
often provide a larger match in order to be more competitive in the selection process 
(CDBG 1995 Plauning Application Guidelines). 
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In the Housing section, several different options are available to provide better 
housing opportunities for LMI families. Some allowable uses of funds include housing 
rehabilitation, relocation, modernization of public housing, and new construction of 
elderly or LMI housing. The maximum grant for a major housing project is $350,000. In 
the housing rehabilitation segment, cities will divide a grant into a number of projects. A 
typical rehab project will be limited to about $15,000 and a community with a $250,000 
grant should be able to rehabilitate approximately 20-25 homes. The new construction 
element allows cities to build new homes, and subsidize the cost for LMI families. This 
allows families into a home that may not otherwise afforded it (CDBG 1995 Housing, 
Application Guidelines). 
The community development component is a more general group, which contains 
a wide variety of allowable uses. Some eligible activities include community centers, 
senior centers, day care centers, water source, distribution or storage improvements, 
street. curb, gutter or sidewalk improvements, sanitary or storm sewer improvements, 
flood control and drainage improvements, and central business district infrastructure 
improvements. The maximum Comprehensive Revitalization grant amount is $300,000 
for cities of less than 2,500 persons and $450,000 for cities of more than 2,500 persons. 
The maximum Public Works grant amount is $250,000 for cities ofless than 2,500 
persons and $350,000 for cities of more than 2,500 persons. In general, the minimum 
required local match for these grants is 25 percent. Over time, however, the realistic 
match may increase significantly. Since awards are made on a competitive basis, the 
matches offered by applicants steadily increase (CDBG 1995 Community Development 
Application Guidelines). The application process also includes a needs analysis. When 
applying for water or sewer funds, the community must demonstrate that their current 
rates justifY a grant. In general, the typical customer must be paying at least 1.25 percent 
of their income for the water and sewer services. Otherwise, the community must 
increase rates before they become eligible. 
The final section of grant funds is for economic development. These funds are 
tied to job creation. Often, loans will be provided to a prospective employer at a very 
low rate. The number of jobs being created determine the amount of the loan. 
The scopes of projects covered by the CDBG program are wide and complex. 
Each type of project comes with its own rules and requirements, many of which pass 
down directly from the federal government. The recipients of the grant funds are 
responsible for the compliance with all requirements. This means that the individual 
communities need to engage in grant administration activities. Some communities 
completed the work in-house, while others contracted out for the service. By the nature 
ofthe complexity of the programs, many communities cannot maintain the expertise 
needed. Fortunately, funds are provided to each community for grant administration 
costs, which require no local match. 
The Nebraska Department of Economic Development handles the distribution of 
CDBG grant funds to all communities other than Omaha and Lincoln. They must ensure 
that the grant programs are properly administered on the local level. For this reason, they 
initiated a CDBG Administration Certification Program in 1995. The program was 
designed, and initially offered to a class of ninety-eight participants in Kearney on 
September 28-29, 1995. Another five certification sessions followed, with three 
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conducted in Lincoln and two in Grand Island. A total of 245 individuals received the 
two-year certification. In addition, eighty-seven people completed recertification. 
Another component of the program requires continuing education on community 
development topics. Sessions offered since January 1997 are: Public Finance 
Management Training, Economic Development Training, Advanced Economic 
Development Training, Economic Development Finance Training, and Housing 
Development Training. Sites for these training sessions included Lincoln, Norfolk, 
Grand Island, Kearney, and Columbus. 
Central Questions 
The evaluation of the CDBG Training Program attempted to answer the following 
program questions: 
• Was the training effective? 
• What was the cause of the low recertification rate? 
For the purposes of data collection, the evaluation team designed a survey in the 
form of a written questionnaire composed of fifteen questions. The questions were 
designed to measure the participants thoughts about the adequacy of the training, the 
knowledge acquired, the practicality of the training, the length, and the overall wmthiness 
of the certification program. To determine the knowledge acquired as a result of the 
training, the questions focused on the participants knowledge of the CDBG program both 
prior to and after the training, as well as their understanding, interpretation, and 
application offederal regulations regarding the program. 
Study Design 
The type of design used during the evaluation was a one-group post-test using a 
survey that would evaluate the before and after worthiness of the training. The 
evaluation attempted to examine the program participants before and after the program 
training, so that a comparison of the different outcomes regarding the individual skills 
required could be acquired. Due to the type of program administered, the evaluation team 
felt this was the most effective program design available. 
Methods of Data Collection 
The evaluation is a quantitative study using a survey and existing statistical data 
that has been gathered since the first training sessions in 1995. The survey questioned all 
ofthe participants that attended the training and completed recertification since 1995. 
The survey included a brief statement detailing this is a project done by University of 
Nebraska at Omaha MPA students in conjunction with DED. Some qualitative data was 
collected in the form of open-ended questions, which was excluded, from our own 
evaluation but this data will be available forDED staff. 
The survey was mailed out to the recipients on November 4, 1998, and the 
deadline for receiving the surveys was November 25, 1998. No further data collected 
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was evaluated. The collection of data occurred as the participants mailed back their 
surveys. Data was collected and formed into numerical information for analysis. 
A pre-test of the survey was performed prior to the approval of the final format. 
When doing the pre-test, the evaluation team received input from several individuals 
including faculty at the University of Nebraska at Omaha Department of Public 
Administration, Melanie Hayes, consultant RK Piper, and DED staff. The pre-test 
process and its fragile nature contributed to our limited response time when collecting the 
surveys from the participants. 
Since time of the CDBG training inception, there have been 344 persons receiving 
certification training of which 245 participants have been officially certified as CDBG 
administrators. Receiving the two-page survey was approximately 243 recipients who 
participated in the CDBG certification and recertification process beginning in 1995. 
Considering the fact that the certification program has only been in existence since 1995, 
and the fact that less than three hundred people have been cettified so fat, our survey 
tmgeted all the participants in the program since its inception. This was done with the 
awareness that some of the participants may no longer be with the CDBG Administration 
Certification Program and that any attempt to limit the unit of analysis may result in 
gathered information that may not be a true representation of the participants. 
For the purpose of data collection, a survey of fifteen questions was designed. 
The questions were created to measure the participants' thoughts about the adequacy of 
the training, the knowledge acquired, the practicality of the training, the length, and the 
overall worthiness of the certification program. To determine the knowledge acquired as 
a result ofthe training, the questions focused on the participants' knowledge of CDBG 
program both prior to and after the training, as well as their understanding, interpretation, 
and application of federal regulations regarding the program. The survey results will 
provide DED with information about the participants of the training program, the 
recertification rate, and the reasons involved. The three variables mentioned above are 
the most important for a number of reasons. First, any relevant information about the 
adequacy of the training will give the administrators of the program an idea as to whether 
there is the need to re-examine the curriculum to bring it in tune with practical reality. 
Second, that such information will also help the administrator to formulate strategies to 
widen the training base and improve the recertification rate. 
Unit of Analysis 
The unit of analysis for the CDBG Administration Cettification Program 
evaluation consists of those individuals who participated in the Community Development 
Block Grant Grant Administration Certification Workshop administered throughout 
Nebraska since 1995. These individuals receiving the certification training have been 
qualified to serve as professional stewards for their respective communities. To become 
certified, the participants must attend one of two certification workshops held at various 
locations within Nebraska each year. Certification is only rewarded ifthe participant 
passes a written open book examination which tests various competencies 
(http://crd.ded.state.ne,us/cert.html). 
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The focus of the evaluation is to look at pmticipants of the CDBG Administr·ation 
Certification Progrmn to determine if the training administered had any significant impact 
on these individuals becoming recertified or not. The type of design used here is a formal 
one-group design. The evaluation temn wanted to look at the program participants before 
they entered the progrmn training and after analyzing the outcomes regarding the 
individual skills acquired as a result of the certification training. Due to the type of 
progrmn administered, the evaluation temn felt this is the most effective progrmn design 
available. In other words, the team chose outcome evaluation because the goal was to 
focus on the question of whether the results generated by the certification program is up 
to the expectation and intentions for which it was established. Thus, the process was 
disregm·ded from the evaluation because the question of whether the progrmn was 
operating as intended was not the main focus. 
Variables Identified 
To measure the survey responses and identifY the variables needed for the 
analysis, the interval scale known as the Likert scale was utilized. Respondents were 
asked to indicate the extent to which they agree with the various statements as they relate 
to the certification program. The idea was to test the measured variables based on a five-
point scale ranging from the phrases 'strongly agree' to 'strongly disagree'. These 
phrases were weighted 1 through 5, with 1 being strongly agree and 5 being strongly 
disagree. The interval scale was chosen based on its strength of not only its ability to 
compute the means and standm·d deviations ofthe responses on the variables, but also of 
its ability to measure the magnitude of the differences of the preferences of the individual 
respondents regarding the certification progrmn. 
Based on interviews with progrmn officials and research on the subject matter, the 
questionnaires were designed to measure the effectiveness of the training in terms of 
three variables. Effectiveness in this sense means the usefulness of the training to the 
participants and their impact on their respective communities after certification. This is 
summarized in Appendix B. The variables me: 1) the impact of the training, 2) 
knowledge acquired, and 3) level of ability of the administrators after participation. 
Using these variables, the goal is to determine how effective the training was to 
the attendees. From the discussion with the administrators of the progrmn, it was gathered 
that the major concern of the program is its effectiveness. We believe we will also be able 
to determine the extent of the effectiveness of the participants in promoting the well 
being of their communities through the application of the knowledge acquired from the 
training. In other words, the administrators me concerned about whether the program is 
successful in terms of imparting the relevant knowledge and skills needed to be an 
effective CDBG administrator. 
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Method of Analysis 
The approach used for data analysis was based on the survey design and the 
number of responses obtained. A total of one hundred six responses were obtained, with a 
few surveys left unanswered. For the purposes of the analysis, the non-responses were 
ignored and all other responses were tabulated to the five-point scale. Next, the analysis 
weighted the responses to questions 1 through 12. This was done by multiplying the 
respective weights assigned by the number of responses under each weight category. As 
stated under variables identified, a weight of 1 was assigned to the response 'strongly 
agree' and 5 to 'strongly disagree'. Therefore, all responses stating strongly agree were 
multiplied by 1, and all responses stating strongly disagree were multiplied by 5 to 
determine the weighted number of responses. Table 19 shows the original number of 
responses and their totals. 
Table 19. Number of responses to survey questions 
Question Strongly Strongly Number of 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree Responses 
1 13 17 12 35 27 104 
2 16 56 20 11 4 107 
3 11 31 18 35 11 106 
4 18 67 13 4 4 106 
5 13 60 21 6 4 104 
6 15 69 10 6 4 104 
7 10 52 25 9 5 101 
8 22 59 12 7 4 104 
10 9 39 39 8 4 99 
11a 4 51 28 11 4 98 
lib 9 62 21 5 4 101 
lie 8 63 20 5 5 101 
lid 4 63 22 6 5 100 
lie 3 60 27 6 5 101 
!If 6 55 26 9 5 101 
12 26 57 8 6 5 102 
Total 187 861 322 169 100 1639 
Findings 
To measure the impact of the training, the knowledge acquired, and the level of 
ability of participants, the weighted mean (average) of the responses was determined by 
dividing the total weighted responses by the number of responses for each question. For 
example, the number of responses to question 1 was 104, and the total weighted 
responses were 358. To determine the weighted mean of responses, 358 was divided by 
104 to arrive at the figure of3.442308. The impact of the training and knowledge 
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acquired were determined by calculating the change in participants' responses with regard 
to the adequacy of training received and knowledge acquired. Table 20 indicates the 
various weighted responses and their respective Weighed Mean Responses (WMR). The 
most positive responses were weighted with 1, and the most negative responses with 5, 
and neutral with 3. Therefore, it can be inferred statistically that the lesser the weighted 
mean response to each question, the more positive perception the respondents viewed the 
program with regard to that particular question. For example, a WMR of2 is more 
favorable than a WMR of 3 for each question based on the weights assigned to all the 
responses. As can be seen from the table, the WMR for question 1, which measures 
participants' thought of adequate training prior to pmticipation in the program, is 
3.442308. 
Table 20. Weighted responses and weighted mean of responses 
Weighted Responses Total Weighted 
Weighted Means of 
Average Response 
I 13 34 36 140 135 358 3.442308 
2 16 ll2 60 44 20 252 2.355140 
3 11 62 54 140 55 322 3.037736 
4 18 134 39 16 20 227 2.141509 
5 13 120 63 24 20 240 2.307692 
6 15 138 30 24 20 227 2.182692 
7 10 104 75 36 25 250 2.475248 
8 22 118 36 28 20 224 2.153846 
10 9 78 117 32 20 256 2.585859 
!!a 4 102 84 44 20 254 2.591837 
lib 9 124 63 20 20 236 2.336634 
lie 8 126 60 20 25 239 2.366337 
lid 4 126 66 24 25 245 2.450000 
lie 3 120 81 24 25 253 2.504950 
llf 6 110 78 36 25 255 2.524752 
12 26 114 24 24 25 213 2.088235 
Total 187 1722 966 676 500 4051 2.471629 
The WMR of question 2, which measures the same variable after participation, is 
2.355140. The change, measured by WMR1-WMR2 is 1.87168 as indicated above. 
Similarly, WMR3-WMR4, which measures the change in participants' thoughts of 
knowledge acquired, is 0.896226. Based on the weighted data and the related mean 
responses, it is clear that the change in the thought of training adequacy and knowledge 
acquired are both favorable. In both cases, the WMR went down after participation in the 
program. In these two respects, the program appears to be working. Indeed, these results 
are crucial based on the fact that questions 1 through 4 of the survey are the most 
important. They do not only measure the adequacy of the training and the knowledge 
imparted but also, they constitute a reflection of the extent to which the pmticipants thinlc 
of the worthiness of the program, and their ability to use the knowledge acquired to solve 
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real-world problems. A closer look at the WMR for questions 1 through 12 reveals that 
the WMRs for question 12, 8 and 4 are the most favorable. These responses measure the 
post-training knowledge of CDBG manual, the worthiness of the program and the 
knowledge about the program respectively. 
Apart from the adequacy of training and the knowledge acquired, the level of 
ability of the pmticipants appear to increase after training, based on the WMRs 
calculated. The WMR for question 5 is 2.307692, and that of question 6 is 2.182692, 
both of which are less than three, and therefore favorable. This implies that the training 
sharpened their skills in administering CDBG grants and dealing with community issues. 
On the whole, with the exception ofWMRs for questions I and 3, which measure pre-
training adequacy and knowledge acquired, all the other WMRs are less than 3. The 
implications are that the respondents' view the program generally favorably and regard it 
as worthy of attendance. 
Limitations to the Findings 
In-spite of the above analysis, one ought to be cautious about the interpretation of 
the result. This is because the responses are the subjective thoughts ofthe pmticipants. As 
a result, some of them may not necessarily reflect an objective view of the actual impact 
of the program. In assessing the impact of the findings, one should not lose sight of the 
problems of internal validity. Since there has been a three-year time gap between the 
actual program training and this evaluation, it is possible that a significant number of the 
participants have forgotten some information about the program. This situation 
undoubtedly may have affected the accuracy of some of the survey responses and hence 
the findings. The (post-test) survey attempted to assess the knowledge prior to the 
course. However the lapse in time, again, causes internal validity questions. 
Another limitation of the evaluation is the relatively young age of the CDBG 
training program. Without prior evaluation it was difficult to replicate any previous 
findings. Associated with this issue is the problem of external validity. The lack of prior 
evaluation makes it uncertain whether the finding can be generalized and compared 
favorably to the findings of similar studies in the future. 
Participants in the program received training over the past four years. Many of 
those participants changed jobs or left the field. While labeling envelopes, many names 
were noticed who were no longer at the address listed. Some moved to other jobs in 
other cities and others left the professions that deal with the CDBG program. A rough 
estimate of 25 percent of the survey recipients was no longer at the address their survey 
was being sent to. The surveys were still sent to the listed address. 
Interpretations 
The overall findings ofthis evaluative study suggest a positive impact of the 
CDBG program on the participants. The survey responses suggest the training was 
adequate, the knowledge acquired was useful, and the ability level of administrators 
generally improved since the training. This overall interpretation is reflected in the total 
value of the Weighted Mean of Responses (WMR) for the entire survey questions. 
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Basically, the WMR of the entire survey questions is 2.471629, which is clearly above 
average. A major limitation to the findings, however, is the extent to which it contradicts 
the low recertification rate. There have been a total of 87 recertifications out of 245 
administrators trained in the program. One would expect that the positive and above-
average rating in the responses would have related directly to the recertification, but that 
is not the case. Based on this contradiction, the comments and related information 
obtained from the survey beyond the raw data were analyzed. 
As indicated under the variables identified section, the evaluation team designed 
the survey questionnaire to measure the participants thoughts about the adequacy of the 
training, the knowledge acquired, and the ability level of the trained administrators. To 
determine the knowledge acquired as a result of the training, the questions focused on the 
participants knowledge of the CDBG program both prior to and after the training, as well 
as their understanding, interpretation, and application of federal regulations regarding the 
program. 
Theories can be drawn to address the low re-certification rate, however the 
findings from this study are not conclusive. Those theories are: 
• Some administrators have moved on to other professions, and no longer 
require re-certification. 
• Some administrators have moved out of state. 
• There has been re-consolidation of districts. 
• There have been changes in the functions of some administrators, which 
render re-certification unnecessary. 
Conclusions 
Based on the survey responses and the data analysis conducted by this study team, 
the CDBG Administration Certification Program appears to have been successful. The 
program seems to not only, have provided adequate training to the participants but also to 
have provided the knowledge and skill needed to be effective administrators of CDBG 
grants and contributors to the well-being oftheir respective communities. One has to be 
cautious, however, in interpreting the results of this study due to the subjective nature of 
the responses and certain concerns about the internal validity regarding causative factors 
of the program's effectiveness. Additionally, there appears to be a low recertification 
rate, many of the reasons of which may be beyond the control of the administrators of the 
program. On the whole, the findings suggest that from the standpoint of outcome 
evaluation, the program has been quite successful, in spite of the limitations. 
The intention was to do a significance test to determine the effect of each 
independent variable on the dependent variable. This was done through the calculation of 
the t-value using ninety-five percent confidence level and a predetermined number of 
degrees offreedom. The study also attempted to calculate the square of the multiple 
correlation of the independent variables (R-square) to determine what portion of the 
variation in program effectiveness had been explained by the independent variables. 
Based on the result of the analysis, it will be determined which of the independent 
variables has more influence on program effectiveness. 
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Comparison with Evaluations of Similar Programs 
One of the evaluation team members via the Internet researched the states 
surrounding Nebraska that may have implemented a CDBG Administration Certification 
Program similar to that of the State of Nebraska. Two states, Missouri and South Dakota 
have a designated horne page for a central office for economic development and did 
respond via e-mail whether they implemented a similar type of program. The Missouri 
CDBG Program offers administrative training annually to any interested persons, 
regional planning commissions, local elected officials, private consultants, etc., who are 
interested in the lmowledge base that it talces to administer successfully a block grant 
(Sallie Hemrnenway with Missouri DED, shernenwa@mail.state.rno.us). South Dalcota 
DED does not have a certification program that administers CDBG funds. They have 
discussed the idea, but that is about as far as they got (Norman Lingle with South Dakota 
DED, NORMANL@goed.state.sd.us). Unfortunately, no comparison can be made at this 
time. 
Suggestions for Further Evaluation 
This study has found success in the CDBG Administration Certification Program. 
A suggestion for further evaluation may be to determine what factors contributed to this 
success. A researcher might consider whether good instructors, good facilities, good 
materials, or other factors contributed to the success of the program. This may identify 
specific factors in the training sessions that can be improved to further enhance the 
program. 
Another line of further research may include investigating the instances of 
nonrecertification. According to data provided, only 87 administrators had been 
recertified, out of 202 who had expiring certifications. Some theories can be formulated 
on why so many choose not to become recertified, but a further study that could code 
responses and give solid evidence of these reasons is needed. 
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SECTION IV PART A. DED STAFF INTERVIEWS 
Interviews with DED staff were conducted October 7 and 9, 1998, to obtain 
information regarding the effectiveness of the CDBG Administrator Certification 
Program. The interviews focused on three areas related to the evaluation of the program: 
1) staff perceptions of the goals and objectives of the overall CDBG program, and of 
areas of specialization3, 2) criteria for measuring the attainment of goals and objectives 
(including the identification of specific types of information or indicators of petformance 
that might be found in grant files or other data sources), and 3) perceptions of the overall 
effectiveness and impacts of the training and certification program. 
Goals and Objectives 
Generally, staff views and perceptions of the overall goals of the training and 
certification program were consistent with the primary ones identified in written 
descriptions of the program (see Section II Part B for a complete description), namely, to 
improve the quality and efficiency of the administration of grant projects through 
increased knowledge of the block grant program and enhanced abilities to 
understand, interpret, apply and comply with federal regulations. 
Other broad goals identified by DED staff were: 1) acquiring knowledge of 
community and economic development principles and programs, and 2) building the 
capacity of both the administrator and the local community to develop and use CBDG 
grant resources effectively and efficiently. Staff did not mention other goals which are 
identified in written descriptions of the program prepared by DED and UNO, for 
example, increasing leadership ability and administrator organization skills. 
Beyond broad goal statements where a high degree of consensus existed, 
however, the interviews also revealed that staff have varied conceptions of the 
complexity of the program and, as a result, different perceptions about its goals and 
objectives. For example, some expressed the view that the three components of the 
certification program (see below) each have significantly different goals and objectives. 
Other staff did not conceive of different goals and objectives for each component of the 
training/certification; in fact, a majority made few distinctions among the various 
program components. A reasonable explanation for these various views is the differing 
levels of involvement individual staff have had with each of the three components. 
The three components of the training and certification program are: 1) the basic 
certification workshop, 2) recertification workshops, and 3) capacity-building, advanced 
training education modules required for recertification (financial management, housing, 
economic development, etc.). See Section II Part for a more complete description of the 
program components. 
Staff who made no distinctions among the three components saw the goals and 
objectives of certification related more to a basic understanding of the CDBG program, 
focusing on compliance with rules, regulations and reporting requirements. These staff 
were less likely to mention capacity-building and educational goals at all, for either the 
administrator or the larger community. When they did address these goals, they were 
more likely to express or admit to a cetiain level of frustration regarding the exact nature 
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of the results expected from "some of the broader educational goals." They were also 
generally less clear about the goals of the "more-advanced" components. 
Certification Workshop. According to staff who discussed the program 
components separately, the major goals and objectives of the certification workshops are 
increased knowledge/understanding of and compliance with federal rules, regulations and 
grant reporting requirements in sixteen specific areas, as identified in the CDBG 
administration manual: environmental review, financial management (drawdown, 
program income, audits, etc.), procurement, professional service contracts, civil rights, 
construction contracts/labor standards, housing (acquisition, relocation, rehabilitation, 
demolition), etc. As one staff member more succinctly described it, "The basic 
training/certification workshop is about learning the 'nuts and bolts' of the program, the 
reasons for all the required paperwork and how to complete it properly." 
For each of the sixteen areas, very specific objectives of reducing errors in grant 
management or "common deficiencies" were also identified by the staff during the design 
of the certification program and integrated as highlighted sections in the administrator 
manual. During basic training, staff specialists then focus on the requirements and these 
"most commonly-made errors" in each area, thereby strongly integrating the use of the 
manual into the training sessions and the ongoing grant management process. 
Recertification Workshop. The major goals and objectives of the recertification 
workshops are to review the basics of compliance, introduce changes and new 
developments in rules, regulations, and reporting requirements and to update the 
administration manual as needed. Other goals are to build the capacity of administr·ators 
to apply their basic knowledge to the implementation and management of specific types 
of projects and situations which will likely be encountered; in other words, to increase 
the number of administrators who have higher levels of skill in CDBG administration. 
During these workshops, panels of experts and team approaches are used to 
integrate experienced administrators with the inexperienced in solving problems in case 
studies. An additional objective here is to increase the number of professional contacts 
among the administrators, so that questions and situations encountered might be 
discussed with other administrators, rather than relying solely on DED stafffor assistance 
with minor problems or commonly-asked questions. 
Advanced Training Modules. The major goals and objectives of the advanced 
training modules are capacity building and continuing education in specific areas of 
expertise such as housing, economic development and financial management. This 
training is geared more toward comprehensive planning, problem-solving and dealing 
with the intricacies of complex issues at the community level, rather than individual 
administrator capabilities and skill levels focused on grant administration, as in the other 
two components. 
While staff who made distinctions among the three components of the program 
did not seem confused about the program's goals and objectives, they did believe that the 
complexity of the program (three components with different goals and objectives), 
perhaps caused the program to be less clearly focused and possibly more confusing to 
understand or explain in a simple manner. At the same time, however, they thought that 
the case study and team approach used in the recertification workshops were of great 
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value in "learning how to apply both basic and more-advanced lmowledge" in simulated 
exercises. 
They also expressed views that the continuing education aspects of the 
recertification modules were valuable components, but at the same time, they thought that 
portions of the modules were "tangential" and "perhaps moving too far beyond what was 
originally intended." They stressed that the primary goals of improving the quality 
of the administration of projects, focusing on improving grant management and 
compliance with rules and regulations, should strongly guide the educational efforts 
and keep the program from losing its focus. 
Staff who made distinctions among the three components and their goals and 
objectives saw the basic certification as more process related (i.e., directed toward 
improving the process of grant administration and compliance), the reertification 
workshops as a combination of process and outcome related (i.e., directed more toward 
improving the products created by the grants, primarily by improving administrator 
education and skill levels), and the advanced training modules as more outcome related 
(including the development of better grant proposals in the future along with improved 
grant products). Staff who did not distinguish among the three components did not refer 
to or clearly distinguish between process-related and outcome-related goals and 
objectives. 
Criteria for Measuring Goals and Objectives 
Staff responses to questions about the measurement of goals and objectives 
focused ahnost exclusively on the goals of improving the quality and efficiency of grant 
administration and administrator performance. In both of these related areas, staff 
consistently stated that the measurement of performance goals and objectives 
should be focused on a reduction in the number of compliance errors made by 
administrators while managing active grants. These responses reinforce earlier 
observations by researchers that the other goals and objectives (such as increasing the 
broader educational and skill levels of administrators and building local community 
capacities) are all secondary, or tertiary, to reducing the number of errors made in grant 
management. 
According to most staff, administrator performance could best be measured 
through an examination of I) reporting errors, 2) timeliness errors and 3) monitoring 
findings 4. Other potential measurements identified by staff were some measurement of 
the number and duration of telephone calls to DED requesting assistance5 and program 
representatives' subjective sense of how a particular administrator is performing. In the 
latter case, program representatives can make such observations in letters or memos 
placed in the community's capacity files. Most staff agreed that this seldom happens, 
however, because of time constraints, reluctance on the part of program representatives to 
commit such observations to writing, and/or the fact that such observations are not a 
routinized part of their duties as field inspectors. 
Based on the interviews with DED staff the following grant management 
performance indicators were identified: 
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Grant Management Performance Indicators 
• Deadlines - Were deadlines met for release of funds, audit report, and 
program completion? 
• Grant/Project Alterations 
• Extensions - How many extensions, if any, did an administrator ask for? 
How many were granted by DED? How long were the extensions? 
• Project Delays- Were there project delays? How many were justified? How 
long were the delays? 
• Budget Amendments- Were there requests for adjustments to the budget? 
How many of these requests were approved? 
• Reports/Forms- Were quarterly reports, financial reports, job creation/ 
retention reports, program income reports, final performance reports, and 
wage compliance reports submitted on time? Were they properly completed? 
Were there other errors? 
• Monitoring Findings - What kinds of findings, in nineteen categories in the 
Performance Checklist, did the program representative find when they visited 
the administrator to review files or in reports submitted by the administrator? 
• Correspondence- Was there any correspondence between DED and the grant 
administrator, such as letters of warning, withholding funding, suspending 
funding, disbarment from the program, or complaint? 
• Subjective Observations -Did program representatives or other DED staff or 
administrators make any observations in the files? 
In addition to these measurement criteria, the interviews with staff also helped to 
identify other demographic information which would be important for a more useful 
performance evaluation. This information is as follows: 
• Types of Grant- Economic Development, Community Development, etc. 
• Sizes of Grant- Award amounts by categories 
• Administrator Demographics 
• Certification Status 
• Employer 
• Experience 
• City Size 
Based on the variables identified above, a pilot instrument was developed to test 
the collection of this data and to guide a search for other indicators of performance which 
might be contained in the grant files. A more detailed description of the testing and 
development process is contained in the following section of the report (see Section IV 
Part B Study and Instrument Design) and the instrument which was developed and 
refined is shown in the Appendix G. 
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Staff Assessments of the CDBG Administration Certification Program 
Overall, staff had very positive subjective assessments of the effectiveness of the 
certification program in improving the quality of the administration of grant projects. 
Almost all staff interviewed thought that the program should be continued as it had 
substantially improved grant administration and was responsible for substantial 
reductions in staff time necessary to assist individual administrators. 
Several staff members commented on "obvious improvements" among grantees 
since the inception of the program, especially in their familiarity with and ability and 
willingness to use the CBDG administration manual as a tool for problem-solving and 
answering questions. These staff stated that it was now a common practice for staff to 
refer administrators back to the manual, especially in cases where questions or 
informational calls were related to very basic procedures or requirements covered in the 
certification workshop. Staff recalled that prior to certification training, almost all new 
and inexperienced administrators would call with virtually identical requests for 
assistance during various stages of the grants. Since the certification workshops began, 
in which administrators practice using the manual as a resource, most staff 
interviewed have seen substantial reductions in these repetitive calls for assistance. 
Two staff observed that similar basic training was also conducted prior to the 
certification program. These were termed "grantee or awards conferences" and 
attendance was not required. One staff member made the distinction between training, 
which he/she thought was very effective and valuable, and certification, about which 
he/she "was not yet really sold." This staff member stated that required attendance was a 
positive development and that the training had been significantly improved and refined 
since the inception of the certification program, by "zeroing in" on problems which were 
common to all cities. On the other hand, this person also felt that it was the experience 
level of administrators that made the biggest difference in the improvement of 
administration of grants and not "certification" in and of itself. 
All staff interviewed held strong opinions that the basic certification 
workshop was extremely effective and valuable, especially, for inexperienced CDBG 
administrators. Some staff, in fact, thought that for "brand new" administrators, a one 
or two day workshop was not sufficient time to absorb the vast amount of information 
presented. Others echoed this sentiment, saying that the real training occurs "on-the-job" 
or "day-to-day" during the actual administration of the grants over the life of the project. 
On the other hand, some staff also observed that experienced administrators 
tended to get bored in sessions that were "too much geared toward the basics." 
Conversely, other staff indicated that even experienced administrators benefited from the 
early workshops and needed basic training. These staff observed that prior to 
certification, many experienced administrators did not attend the "voluntary" training 
sessions offered and, despite their experience, still tended to make too many unnecessary, 
mundane, and careless mistakes. 
Others observed that the issue of the relative value and appropriateness of the 
basic training workshops for experienced versus inexperienced administrators should be 
much less of a concern now and in the future, than it was when the certification 
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requirement was initiated. At that time, all administrators, including a large body of 
administrators with considerable experience, were required to undergo the basic 
workshops to become certified6• This resulted in early certification workshops being 
attended by both experienced and inexperienced administrators. Once this large initial 
pool of administrators became certified, however, they are subsequently only required to 
attend recertification workshops and advanced training modules, geared more to applied-
skills development and complex problem-solving. As expected, later certification 
workshops had fewer participants, a higher proportion of whom were less-experienced 
administrators. 
Most agreed that the tests, which administrators are required to pass after 
attending a certification workshop, were a valuable component of the certification 
program. The staff generally thought that the tests' greatest value was as another tool to 
push the administrators not only attend, but also to pay closer attention to the materials 
presented. Most also agreed that while the tests may not be "a true measure" of the 
administrators' competence or capability to administer, they offer some assurance that 
attendees were aware of and had an understanding of "the basic requirements." 
One staff member thought that testing should be re-evaluated to see if it is really 
accomplishing what was originally intended. Another thought that while the testing has 
already been improved and refined somewhat, it could be developed even more as a 
valuable tool, perhaps linking test scores to decision-making about grant awards, using 
them as one measure of a community's capacity to administer and effectively utilize a 
grant. Still another thought that "passing a test" was not a tme indicator that knowledge 
gained in the training could necessarily be applied in grant management. 
Despite "mixed feelings" about certain aspects of the certification program, staff 
consensus was that the basic training components were the most effective aspect of the 
program, especially, "in establishing a base-line of knowledge" and getting inexperienced 
administrators "up to speed" as quickly and efficiently as possible. Staff with the most 
number of years of experience at DED generally agreed that this aspect of the current 
certification process, which requires inexperienced administrators to "buy into" the 
program early, pay a fee, and take a test, is a great improvement over previous 
"voluntary" training. 
These staff also thought that the change in the program, which required at 
least one person to be certified and responsible for grants administered in each 
community, was a major improvement over past practices. One staff member opined 
that the basic certification training and testing requirements should be made even more 
stringent and demanding, while most thought that they were currently at about the right 
level of difficulty. One experienced staff member also reflected, that it was important to 
remember that none of the staff "were satisfied with the way it was going" prior to 
implementing the certification program. 
Most staff definitely preferred the current program over what had been done in 
the past at DED with regard to basic training. Most also believe improvements made in 
this aspect of the program have resulted in substantially higher interest, commitment, 
and participation levels on the part of new administrators; substantial 
improvements in DED staff efficiency; and substantial improvements in grant 
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management and compliance, including a reduction in the number of errors made 
by administrators in the management of their grants. Some staff, however, were less 
willing to characterize the improvements as "substantial" and a minority thought that "the 
verdict was still out" on the certification program. 
In comparison, most staff expressed considerably less confidence that the 
recertification workshops and advanced training modules were as effective as the 
certification workshops were in meeting its goals and objectives. As discussed in the 
previous section, almost all staff were less clear about goals and objectives of these two 
other components, and as a result, had greater difficulty in making assessments of their 
effectiveness. Paradoxically, the staff member who expressed the greatest reservations 
about the certification program, also observed that the "mixing" of inexperienced and 
experienced administrators in the recertification workshops and modules, as during the 
case study exercises, was probably one of the most effective methods to improve overall 
administrator performance. 
Others believed that the recertification and advanced training modules had been 
favorably received by the administrators in attendance, but were unsure how one would 
go about assessing the effectiveness of or measuring improvements in the application of 
knowledge in specific types of projects or in complex problem-solving at the community 
level. Others thought that the weakest aspect of the program was in building local 
capacities to develop, manage, and effectively utilize grant resources. Another staff 
member was not sure how DED would measure improvements in the educational or skill 
levels of administrators and whether the total number of administrators with higher skill 
levels was also increasing. 
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SECTION IV PART B. DEVELOPMENT AND TESTING OF PERFORMANCE 
MEASURES 
Study and Instrument Design 
In addition to the subjective assessments of the training and certification program 
by DED staff, a second component of this evaluation was an analysis of the information 
in the grant files. Based on the benchmarks and variables identified by the DED staff 
(see Section IV Part A Grant Management Performance Indicators), a simple pilot 
instrument was developed to guide the review and inspection of grant files. 
The primary objectives ofthe grant file inspections were: 1) to test the feasibility 
ofthe collection of benchmark evaluation data from the grant files, 2) to identify other 
potential performance indicators that might be used for evaluation purposes, and 3) to use 
the pilot experience to develop an instrument which could be used by DED to evaluate 
administrator performance in the future. 
In the original study plan only the grant files had been identified a source of 
information. However, later discussion with DED revealed two other sources of 
information that may be useful in future evaluations: DED's computerized grant 
management system (GMS) and capacity/compliance files7• Once the GMS and capacity 
files had been identified as additional sources of data, investigators decided to conduct 
initial, exploratory data gathering from these sources and to quantify the information 
collected. 
Investigators then made preliminary comparisons of the three data sources and the 
information they contained, to determine their completeness and accuracy, clarity and 
ease of access to evaluators. The pilot instrument was modified at this point, to 
differentiate data collected from each of the three sources. 
In addition to the data source comparisons, investigators also decided to try to 
quantify grant management performance, using the indicators or variables identified and 
operationalized in the pilot instrument. Test comparisons were made between grants 
administered in years prior to ce1iification training and years after certification training 
was initiated. Additional modifications to the instrument were made (see Appendix G) to 
differentiate between different types of errors (timeliness or missed deadlines, improper 
or unacceptable completion, or other errors). 
The primary purposes of this aspect of the study were 1) to inform the 
development and refinement of the evaluation instrument and 2) to reveal how that 
instrument might be more effectively used in future evaluations. Consequently, 
quantitative results obtained during the development of the instrument were not intended 
or expected to be valid for evaluation purposes. Despite these methodological limitations, 
it was recognized that strong or significant relationships between variables might be 
revealed which could be investigated further in future evaluations. 
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Sample Selection 
A list of grants for the years 1993-19988 was provided by DED. An initial 
examination of the com~1etion dates resulted in the elimination from the study of grants 
made in 1997 and 1998 , reducing the study population to 391 grants awarded during the 
years 1993-1996. 
These grants are categorized by type of grant (See Table 1 IN Section II Part A 
for a list of the categories) and were divided into two comparison groups: pre-
certification program (1993 and 1994) and post-certification program (1995 and 1996)10. 
Fifty cases were selected (25 pre-certification and 25 post-certification) 11 and matched 
comparisons were made within each category by award amounts (see Table 2 in Section 
II Part A for the award-amount groupings and the distribution of the grants by year and 
category). A minimum of three comparisons were made for each of six categories where 
comparisons were possible (see the study sample in the Appendix H). 
Data was collected from 22 cases (11 pre-certification and 11 post-
certification)12. Most of the files inspected were economic development grants (7 pre-
certification and 7 post-certification), but other categories included comprehensive 
revitalization (2 pre-cettification and 2 post-certification), and business development (2 
pre-certification) matched with a public works and a planning grant (both post-
'fi . )13 cert1 tcatwn . 
There was no expectation that this was a representative sample. Rather, it was a 
pilot to explore the relative number of errors in pre- and post-certification cases and to 
identify research and methodological issues which would likely be encountered in 
subsequent evaluations. 
Data Collection 
To facilitate data collection, DED staff had a computer terminal installed for use 
by researchers and provided them an initial orientation to the grant file system and the 
GMS. Staff also pulled the grant files and were available to assist and answer questions 
during the testing. 
Very early in the data gathering, the complexity of the DED filing and 
information system became evident14. DED staff had advised that the best strategy to 
examine data would be to begin with information in the GMS, which would provide an 
overall orientation to each grant and also identify major errors and problem areas more 
simply and clearly than would be possible beginning with the more-complicated, 
comprehensive grant files. 
While this guidance was valuable, early comparisons of these two data sources 
revealed numerous problem areas regarding the operationalization of many of the 
variables. In some cases, different terms were used in the GMS and the grant files for the 
same variables. In other cases, what had been anticipated to be seemingly simple or 
straightforward observations actually required considerable interpretation by the 
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researchers15. To facilitate the collection of data, a grant file instnnnent guide was 
developed that provided step-by-step instructions for each variable in the instnnnent. 
It was also discovered during early data collection tests that, in some cases, the 
GMS contained blank fields for mauy of the variables, which forced researchers to rely 
solely on the grant files for their initial orientation to the grant data. In other cases, 
documents such as performauce reviews, specific reports or correspondence could not be 
located in the graut files, although the existauce of such information was indicated in the 
GMS. Owing to the complexity of the filing system, researchers decided to collect data 
from both the GMS aud grant files for selected variables (see the following section for 
results of completeness aud consistency comparisons), but also to use a more selective, 
less time-consuming approach for other variables16. While this decision meaut that the 
data would be somewhat less meaningful for comparisons between pre- and post-
certification groups, it was deemed a necessary compromise to simplify aud expedite the 
inspection process. 
As researcher familiarity with the filing system and the GMS increased, the 
amount oftime required for file inspection aud data collection for each graut decreased. 
At the start of the project, three pre-certification aud three post-certification files had 
been drawn for initial testing (one from each graut category) with the expectation that all 
six could be completed during the course of au eight-hour day; as a result of the need to 
learn the system aud operationalize mauy of the variables, however, au entire day was 
required to inspect aud record data contained in one file. By the end of the project, once 
researchers had completed the grant file guide, the average completion time for the 
collection of data for each grant was about 40 minutes. 
Quality of Data and Data Sources 
The GMS was easier to access than the grant files and the most useful in 
providing information about the general nature of the grant, the contact person 
responsible for the grant, deadlines 17, extensions, budget amendments, and the number of 
monitoring errors found by program representatives. The grant files were more useful in 
providing information about the types of errors (other than deadlines) made by 
administrators (such as improperly completed forms or in indicating the category of 
monitoring fmdings), correspondence and project delays. The grant files also served as a 
back-up source of primary information when the GMS provided incomplete or unclear 
information. The capacity files seldom contained evaluation information about the grants 
in the sample and none of the sources were particularly useful in identifying any 
subjective observations made by program representatives. 
In more specific comparisons of consistency and completeness of data between 
the GMS and the grant files, three of the variables were selected for closer, although 
preliminary, examination. The "release of funds" variable was first selected for 
comparison purposes, as the process used by researchers to determine whether the 
deadline was met, called for the use of both data sources. No contradictions were found 
in the information contained in these two sources. However, in eight of the twenty-two 
files examined, the GMS had blank fields for this variable. 
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The next variable selected was for comparison was "monitoring findings" by 
program representatives. Overall, in five of the twenty-two files examined, some 
inconsistency in the data was discovered. In three cases the grant file showed findings 
not in the GMS, and in one case the GMS showed a finding not found in the grant file. In 
another case, the capacity file contained documentation of a finding not shown in either 
of the other sources. The same comparisons for the audit report deadline showed five 
errors or missed deadlines in the grant files which were not indicated in the GMS, and 
conversely, two missed deadlines in the GMS which could not be found in the grant files. 
Findings 
In the 22 cases examined, as shown in Table 21, at total of 127 total errors were 
found in the three sources of data. Of these, 75 errors were found in the pre-certification 
group and 52 were in the post-certification group18. In other words 30.7 percent fewer 
errors were found in the post -certification group than in the matching pre-certification 
cases examined. 
Table 21 also shows that when the data sources were examined separately, the 
pre-certification sample still had a higher total number of errors than the post-certification 
sample in both the GMS (18) and the grant files (4). Thus, the reduction in the number of 
errors found for the post-certification group was 40.0 pecent when using the GMS and 
13.8 percent when using the grant files. 
Table 21. Errors in the CDBG Information System by Data Source and Type 
Source GMS Grant Capacity Total 
File File 
Pre-Certification 
Deadline 29 15 0 44 
Incomplete Information 8 10 I 19 
Other Error 8 4 0 12 
Sub-Total 45 29 1 75 
Post-Certification 
Deadline 20 17 0 27 
Incomplete Information 2 4 0 6 
Other Error 5 4 0 9 
Sub-Total 27 25 0 52 
Reduction in Errors 18 (40.0%) 4 (13.8%) I (n/a) 23 (30.7%) 
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The number of each type of error categorized in the study are shown in Table 22. 
The GMS identified more "deadline" and "other" types of errors than the grant files, 
while the grant files identified more "incomplete" or "improperly completed" types of 
errors19. The "other errors" identified by the GMS were mostly monitoring findings, 
such as "incomplete files or documentation" discovered by program representatives 
during field inspections, while the grant files were the only source of correspondence and 
other indicators that repmis or forms had been improperly completed. 
Table 22. Type of Errors by Data Source 
Source GMS Grant Capacity Total 
Deadlines 
Pre-Certification 29 15 0 44 
Post-Ce1tification 20 17 0 37 
Total 49 32 0 81 
Change -9 (-18.4%) +2 (+6.2%) 0 (n/a) -7 (-8.6%) 
Incomplete Information 
Pre-Certification 8 10 1 19 
Post-Certification 2 4 0 6 
Total 10 14 1 25 
Change -6 (-60.0%) -6 (-42.9%) -1 (n/a) -13 (-48.0%) 
Other Error 
Pre-Certification 8 4 0 12 
Post-Certification 5 4 0 9 
Total 13 8 0 21 
Chan_g_e -3 (-23.1%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (n/a) -3 (-14.3%) 
Table 22 also shows reductions in the number and percentage of all types of errors 
in both the GMS and grant files, except for "deadlines." While nine fewer "deadline" 
errors were found in the GMS (a reduction of 18.4 percent), two more such errors (an 
increase of 6.2 percent) were found in the grant files in the post-certification group. Six 
fewer "incomplete information" errors were also found in both the GMS (a 60 percent 
reduction) and the grant files (a 42.9 percent reduction). 
When all data sources were combined, substantially more "missed or unmet 
deadlines" (81) were identified than were "incomplete or unacceptable information" (25) 
or "other errors" (21 ). Significantly, however, the greatest reduction in the total number 
(-13) and percentage (-48.0 percent) of errors between the pre- and post-certification 
groups was found for "incomplete or unacceptable information." The percentage of 
reductions in "other errors" ( -14.3 percent) was also greater than that found for "missed 
or unmet deadlines" (-8.6 percent). 
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These findings indicate that the CDBG Administration Certification Program may 
be having the greatest impact in reducing errors related to improperly completed reports 
or documents and improperly maintained records. Similarly, the findings also indicate 
the program is having a lesser (although still positive) impact on missed or unmet 
deadlines. 
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SECTION IV PART C. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE EVALUATIONS 
Based on the results of the interviews with DED staff and the experience gained 
dming the pilot study, the following recommendations are made regarding futme 
evaluations of grant management performance and the CDBG Administrator Certification 
Program. 
1. The automated Grant Management System (GMS) should be the primary 
somce of information in futme grant administration evaluations. 
2. Cunent and ongoing efforts to improve the GMS should involve evaluators in 
the design process so that evaluation issues and data requirements are 
included. 
3. A systematic approach to administrator evaluations should be integrated into 
the "risk-management" system for grant awards. 
4. Future evaluation efforts should include indicators of management 
performance in areas that me specific to certain categories of grants, e.g., 
professional service contracting, procurement and program income 
management. 
5. Future evaluation efforts should also: 
• establish benchmarks based on the experience level of individual 
administrators, 
• weigh the relative importance of different types of errors, 
• establish a scoring system for grant management that accounts for the 
relative degree of difficulty and potential for error of different categories 
and sizes of grants, and 
• adopt an evaluation approach that combines or focuses on the positive 
criteria for measuring grant management and administration practices 
(measuring what the administrator has done conectly), while also 
addressing error-rate and non-compliance issues. 
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ENDNOTES 
1 Data in tables 1 and 2 were compiled from a printout provided by DED, which listed each grant included in this study. This 
information was used to draw the sample of cases that were evaluated (see Section IV Part B). Data for 1998 are incomplcle. 
2lbid. 
3 Most DED staff specialize in one or more areas of program specialization (e.g., financial management, environmental review, 
procurement, construction contract/labor standards, civil rights, etc.) as well as serving as program representatives who conduct field 
inspections and monitor administrator management of grants. 
4 Monitoring findings arc errors identified by program representatives during the course of their field inspections, which are based on 
standardized guidelines [see performance review checklist in the administrator manual]. 
5 At one time DED did monitor phone calls using a telephone log. This procedure was discontinued as it was time~consuming for 
staff and results were inconclusive. 
6 Some provisions were later adopted for experienced administrators to "test out" of the basic certification and recertification 
workshops. 
7 Capacity or compliance files are maintained by DED for communities, which may have encountered difficulties or problems 
administering or completing their projects. These files may include reports, correspondence, and other documents from several grants 
or no file at all may exist for certain communities. 
8 Grants prior to 1993 were not included in the test comparisons as these files are stored offwsite and would have been more difficult to 
access. 
9 None ofthe grants awt~rded in 1998 t~nd only one of the 1997 gmnts had completion dates listed as prior to October 1998. Grants 
were eliminated if their completion dates were after the period in which this study was conducted. 
10 At this point it became evident that comparisons would not be possible for certain types of grants and these were also eliminated 
from the study population (e.g., disaster grants, historic development, and water/wastewater). 
11 A closer examination of the completion dates for grants in the pre~certification group showed that only 33 from 1993 and none 
from 1994 had completion dates prior to the initial certification workshop September 28, 1995. In order to avoid overlapping, an 
effort was made to not include files from pre~certification group in the study if their completion dates were after the first certification 
workshop. 
In order to have at least three matched comparisons for each of the grant categories where comparisons were possible, some 
overlapping of dates was allowed, but efforts were made to keep the time of overlapping to a minimum for both pre- and post- groups. 
Grants for 1995 were used in the post-certification group, even though they may have been initiated prior to the first workshop; this 
was necessary for categories where there were insufficient 1996 grants that had been completed. 
12 Due to time constraints and the unexpected complexity of the grant file inspections using three data sources, not all grants in the 
sample, which was constructed, were inspected. 
13 The matching of the pre-certification business development grants with the post-certification public works and planning grants was 
not methodologically preferred, since some types of grants may have a greater number of opportunities for error, be more difficult to 
administer and/or to be in compliance with rules and regulations, and might be more prone to having different types of errors. In this 
instance, however, a case could be made that these matches favored finding more errors for the post~certification group (test results 
showed that the post-certification group contained fewer errors than the pre-certification group), as the public works grant was for a 
much larger dollar amount that the business development grant with which it was matched, while the dollar amounts were about the 
same for the other business development and planning grant which were matched. 
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14 One DED staff person commented that, "To gain a working knowledge of the grant filing system, our new staff is required to have 
three days of concentrated training on it, then the real learning of it comes after months of 'on-the-job' training and experience." 
15 For example, researchers learned that the "determination date" in the GMS is the same as the "start date" in the contract in the 
grant file; that the "due date" in the GMS for the "release of funds" is the same as the "determination date" plus 90 days; that the 
"actual date" in the GMS is the same as the date all special conditions for the release of funds were met; and that the "Notice of 
Release of Funds" sent to the grantee notifying them that all conditions had been met (in the grant file) has a different date (later) than 
the "actual date" in the GMS. Also, the "completion date" refers to the date set in the original contract for completion of program 
activities and is not necessarily indicative of extensions and the actual completion of the project. 
Staff also indicated that while the CDBG manual would be helpful in the operationalization of terms and understanding the 
deadlines, it would not contain specifics about GMS terms, comparability to grant files or changes in administrative procedures . .A5 
an example of the latter, researchers learned that the '"Notification of Annual Audit" needed to be submitted to DED by August 31 up 
through 1995, but that this date was changed to October 31 beginning in 1996. It was also learned that '"NSA" in the GMS refers to 
''Notification of Single Audit" and that this term was used in the years when audits were only required at the close of a project and not 
annually, as is now the case. In this example, researchers were unexpectedly confronted with making a decision about whether to 
measure multiple errors for this variable (which might be found in grants with several annual audits) or to note only one error for any 
audit during the grant period. 
16 Infonnation was consistently collected from both GMS and grant file sources for "release of funds" and "audit report" deadlines 
and for monitoring findings. For other variables, the GMS was relied on as a primary source of data (program completion deadline, 
extensions, budget amendments, and reports) and infonnation was collected from the grant files only sporadically and in instances 
where the GMS contained no information. 
17 The GMS does not indicate, as might be discovered in the grant file, that a missed deadline might have been caused by an 
incomplete report, which may have been returned to the administrator for completion. 
18 While multiple counting of certain variables (errors) occurred for a particular grant, given that multiple data bases were combined, 
an assumption was made that such duplications would occur for both pre- and post-certification groups at an equal rate. By the same 
token, it was assumed that the reliance on the GMS as a primary source of data for other variables (those for which data was collected 
from the grant files only when not available in the GMS or sporadically) would also occur at the same rate for the comparison groups. 
It is possible that significant differences exist in the completeness of data entered into the GMS during either the pre- or post-
certification period, but that determination was beyond the scope of this study. The results of the examination of the total number of 
errors found that in each data source provided some additional information about these assumptions. 
19 This result is consistent with early observations made by researchers that the GMS would provide easiest access to deadline 
information and the results likely reflect the decision made by researchers to rely on the GMS as a primary source of deadline 
information. 
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'·GRANT ;'ADMINISTRATION. CERTIFICATION WORKSHOP 
· ... -
· ' '' , . . Evaluation ··Form 
- . -. . ., 
.-- .. 
-- '\•- ,. - . 
• .. ···':September 1995 
I work for: City_._County_' _· ED District_ Engineer_ .Consultant_ Other_ 
., 
Have you previously administered a CDBG project? 
' . 
Yes_ No_ 
~~~~~~§§~§§§§§§~§§§g§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§ 
Overall satisfaction 
with the workshop: . 
Satisfaction 
1 2 3 
I Dissatisfaction 
4 5 6 
Comments _______________________ _ 
WORKSHOP SESSIONS: 
Administrative Requirements 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments ___________ :__ ____________ _ 
Project Set UP 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments ________________________ _ 
Environmental 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments·---------------'-----------
Acguisitlon/Relocation 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments·-----.----------------------
Financial Management 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments ________________________ _ 
Public Improvements and 
Construction 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments. ________________________ _ 
Procurement 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments. ________________________ _ 
Civil Rights 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments ________ --'--------'----,--------
©>-.,--
}\. 
,=,.-
· Meeting ltellls: 
,:·~': '-'- ' .. 
" ."•"' 
How did you like the 
meeting· facilities? 
Do you enjoy having 
a reception 
Were breakfast, lunch 
and breaks good? 
'/ 
-·,,· 
c'; 
Satisfaction 
1 ·2·.· 
1 2 
1 2 
,. 
- ':' ~, 
I Dissatisfaction 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
Suggestions. ________________________ _ 
§§§§§~§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§§ 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Suggestions: ________________________ _ 
GRANT ADMINISTRATION CERTIFICATION WORKSHOP 
February 1996 
Evaluation Form 
I work for: City_County_ EO District_ Engineer_ Consultant_ Other_ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG project? Yes No 
3~~g~~~~s~~~~g~~~~~~~g~~~~~~~~s~~~g~g~~~~B~s~~~g~g~~~~g~~~ 
Overall satisfaction 
with the workshop: 
Satisfaction 
1 2 
Comments __________ _ 
WORKSHOP SESSIONS 
Administrative Requirements 1 2 
Comments _____ _ 
Project Set Up 1 2 
3 
3 
3 
Comments __________________ . 
Environmental 1 2 3 
Comments ____________ _ 
Acquisition/Relocation 1 2 3 
I Dissatisfaction 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
Comments'--------------------------~ 
Financial Management 1 2 3 4 5 
Comments __________________________ _ 
Public Improvements and 
Construction 
Comments __ _ 
Procurement 
Comments ____ _ 
Civil Rights 
Comments ___ _ 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
~ prrntsd oo recyded papsr 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
Meeting Items: 
How did you like the 
meeting facilities? 
Do you enjoy having 
a reception 
Were breakfast, lunch 
and breaks good? 
Satisfaction 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
I Dissatisfaction 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
Suggestions _______________________________________ · _____ _ 
5~~~~~g~~~~~~~~~~~~~G~~~~sg~~~~~~~~~~gg~~~~g~~~~~~~g~g~~gg 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Suggestions: ___________________________________________ _ 
GRANT ADMINISTRATION CERTIFICATION WORKSHOP 
Evaluation Form 
July 1996 
I work for: City__ County__ ED District__ Engineer__ Consultant __ Other __ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG project? Yes __ No __ 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH 
THE WORKSHOP: 
Satisfaction 
1 2 3 
Dissatisfaction 
4 5 6 
Comments~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-
WORKSHOP SESSIONS 
Administrative Requirements: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Project Set-Up: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Acquisition/Relocation: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Financial Management: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Public Improvements and Construction: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Procurement: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Environmental: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Civil Rights: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Program Income: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Drawdown: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Audit Close-out: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
MEETING ITEMS 
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 
How did you like the meeting facilities? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Were breakfast, lunch and breaks good? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Suggestions 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Which part ofthe training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Suggestions: 
GRANT ADMINISTRATION CERTIFICATION WORKSHOP 
April 1997 
Evaluation Form 
I work for: Crty__ County__ ED District__ Engineer__ Consuttant __ Other __ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG project? Yes __ No __ 
-------------- -------------- -----
OVERALL SATISFACTION WITH 
THE WORKSHOP: 
Satisfaction 
1 2 3 
Dissatisfaction 
4 5 6 
Comments _______________________________ _ 
WORKSHOP SESSIONS 
Administrative Reguirements: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Project Set-Up: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Acauisition/Relocation: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Financial Management: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Public Improvements and Construction: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Procurement: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Environmental: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Civil Rights: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Program Income: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Drawdown: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
Audit Close-out: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Comments 
MEETING ITEMS 
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 
How did you like the meeting facilities? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Were breakfast, lunch and breaks good? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Suggestions 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Suggestions: 
GRANT ADMINISTRATION CERTIFICATION WORKSHOP EVALUATION 
July 9-11, 1997 
Midtown Holiday Inn, Grand Island, Nebraska 
I work for City __ County __ ED District __ Engineer __ Consultant __ Other 
Have you previously administered a CDBG Economic Development project? Yes__ No 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Training Sessions 
Set-Up 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Environmental 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
ProcuremenVContractjno 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Civil Rjghts/ADA!Section 3 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Acayjsjtion/Relocatjon 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Administrative Requirements 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Financial Management 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Program Income 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Drawdown of Funds 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Quarterly Reports/Project Monitoring 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Audit Requirements I 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Audit Reauirements II/ Closeout 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Labor Standards 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Review Session 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
How do yoy evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Com men~--------------------------------------------------------------------
GRANT ADMINISTRATION CERTIFICATION WORKSHOP EVALUATION 
July 14-16, 1998 
Midtown Holiday Inn, Grand Island, Nebraska 
I work for City __ County __ ED District __ Engineer __ Consultant __ Other 
Have you previously administered a CDBG project? Yes__ No 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Training Sessions 
Set-UQ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Environmental 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Procurement/Contracting 
2 3 4 5 6 
Civil Rights/ADA/Section 3 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Acguisition/Relocation 
2 3 4 5 6 
Administrative Reguirements 
2 3 4 5 6 
Financial MaQEgement 
2 3 4 5 6 
Program Income 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Drawdown of Funds 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Quarterly Reports/Project Monitoring 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Audit Requirements I 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Audit Requirements II/ Closeout 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Labor Standards 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Review Session 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Comments, _________________________________ _ 
GRANT ADMINISTRATION RECERTIFICATION WORKSHOP EVALUATION 
February 24, 1998 
Ramada Plaza Hotel, Lincoln, Nebraska 
I work for City__ County __ ED District__ Engineer__ Consultant __ Other __ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG Economic Development project? Yes __ No __ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
MEAN SCORE 
(1 =Satisfaction, 6 = Dissatisfaction) 
Training Sessions 
New Requirements/Current Issues 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Common Administration Problems/Avoiding Costly Errors 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Sharing Best Practices - Panel Discussion 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Open Forum/Questions & Answers 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Presentation of Case Study 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Discussion of Case Stu_Qy 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeti.!l9. facilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please complete the other side also. 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Comments __________________________________________________________________ __ 
Please complete the other side also. 
GRANT ADMINISTRATION RECERTIFICATION WORKSHOP EVALUATION 
April14, 1998 
Midtown Holiday Inn, Grand Island, Nebraska 
I work for City__ County __ ED District__ Engineer__ Consultant __ Other __ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG project? Yes __ No __ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
MEAN SCORE 
(1 = Satisfaction, 6 = Dissatisfaction) 
Training Sessions 
New Requirements/Current Issues 
2 3 4 5 6 
Common Administration Problems/Avoiding Costly Errors 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Sharing Best Practices 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Ogen Forum/Questions & Answers 
2 3 4 5 6 
Presentation of Case St[dQy 
2 3 4 5 6 
Discussion of Case Stugy 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
2 3 4 5 6 
Please complete the other side also. 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
2 3 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
Comments ___________________________________ _ 
Please complete the other side also. 
GRANT ADMINISTRATION RECERTIFICATION WORKSHOP EVALUATION 
June 3, 1998 
Stagecoach Convention Center, Ogallala, Nebraska 
I work for City__ County __ ED District__ Engineer__ Consultant __ Other __ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG project? Yes __ No __ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
MEAN SCORE 
(1 = Satisfaction, 6 = Dissatisfaction) 
Training Sessions 
New Requirements/Current Issues 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Common Administration Problems/Avoiding Costly Errors 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Sharing Best Practices 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Ogen Forum/Questions & Answers 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Presentation of Case Study 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Discussion of Case Study 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
2 3 4 5 6 
Please complete the other side also. 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Comments; _________________________________ _ 
Please complete the other side also. 
PUBLIC FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT TRAINING PROGRAM 
January 23-24, 1997 
Northeast Community College, Norfolk, Nebraska 
Evaluation 
I work for City __ County __ ED District __ Engineer __ Consultant __ Other __ _ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG project? Yes__ No __ _ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Training Sessions 
Basic Accounting 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Advanced Accounting 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Hands-On Accounting 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Tracking Finances 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Purchasing and Procurement 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Cases and Problems 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
lOver) 
Controlling Spending 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
If we were to offer future advanced financial management workshops, what topics would you like to see 
covered? 
Comments'--------------------------------------------------------------------
PUBLIC FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT TRAINING PROGRAM 
March 18-19, 1997 
Riverside Inn, Grand Island, Nebraska 
Evaluation 
I work for City __ County __ ED District __ Engineer __ Consultant __ Other __ _ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG project? Yes__ No __ _ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Training Sessions 
Basic Accounting 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Advanced Accounting 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
General Accounting and Grant Accounting 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Hands-On Accounting (Case Study\ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Hands-On Accounting <Group Discussion\ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Tracking Finances 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
lOver) 
Purchasing and Procurement 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Purchasing Cases and Problems 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Controlling Spending 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
1 2 3 '4 5 6 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
If we were to offer future advanced financial management workshops, what topics would you like to see 
covered? 
Comments. ______________________________________________________________ __ 
PUBLIC FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT TRAINING PROGRAM EVALUATION 
June 4-5, 1998 
Stagecoach Convention Center, Ogallala, Nebraska 
I work for City__ County __ ED District__ Engineer__ Consultant __ Other __ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG project? Yes _ No_ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
Training Sessions 
Basic Accounting 
1 
Advanced Accounting 
1 
2 3 
2 3 
General Accounting and Grant Accounting 
1 2 3 
Hands-on Accounting 
1 2 3 
Tracking Finances 
1 2 3 
Purchasing and Procurement 
1 2 3 
Presenting the Cases and Problems 
1 2 3 
Discussion of Cases and Problems 
1 2 3 
Controlling Spending 
1 2 3 
MEAN SCORE 
(1 = Satisfaction, 6 = Dissatisfaction) 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
Please complete the other side also. 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Comments __________________________________________________________________ __ 
Please complete the other side also. 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TRAINING PROGRAM 
June 12-13, 1997 
Comhusker Hotel, Lincoln, Nebraska 
Evaluation 
I work for City __ County __ ED District __ Engineer __ Consultant __ Other __ _ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG Economic Development project? Yes__ No __ _ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Training Sessions 
Community Economic Development 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Community Strategies for Development 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Economic Development Projects 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Hands-On Group Project Exercise 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Economi~"\f!).[QQment Skills 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Networking and Resources 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
2 3 4 5 6 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
If we were to offer future advanced community economic development, what topics would you like to see 
covered? 
Commems; ______________________________________________________________ __ 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TRAINING PROGRAM EVALUATION 
May 5-6, 1998 
Regencylnn,Kearney, Nebraska 
I work for City__ County __ ED District__ Engineer__ Consultant __ Other __ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG Economic Development project? Yes _ No_ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
MEAN SCORE 
(1 = Satisfaction, 6 = Dissatisfaction) 
Training Sessions 
Community Economic Development: What is economic development . 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Community Strategies for Development: How can we use strategic planning to assess . 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Economic Development Strategies: What are some strategies ... 
2 3 4 5 6 
Group Exercise 1 (Assessing Community Needs) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Discussion of GrouQ Exercise 1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Networking and Technical Assistance: What are some sources of help. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Group Exercise 2 (Selecting Strategies) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Discussion of GrouQ Exercise 2 
2 3 4 5 6 
Economic Development Plan: How do we plan. organize and implement ... 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please complete the other side also. 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Comments'--------------------------------------------------------------------
Please complete the other side also. 
ADVANCED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TRAINING PROGRAM EVALUATION 
September 4-5, 1997 
Quality Inn Lincoln Airport, Lincoln, Nebraska 
I work for City __ County __ ED District __ Engineer __ Consultant __ Other 
Have you previously administered a CDBG Economic Development project? Yes__ No 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Training Sessions 
Develogment Finance Identification 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Groug Exercise 1 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Resource Leveraging/Deal Structuring 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Groug Exercise II 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
CDBG Project Report and Record Keeping 
2 3 4 5 6 
Program Income Management 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please complete the other side also. 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
2 3 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
4 5 6 
4 5 6 
Comments·----------------------------------------------------------------
Please complete the other side also. 
ADVANCED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT TRAINING PROGRAM EVALUATION 
April15-16, 1998 
Midtown Holiday Inn, Grand Island, Nebraska 
I work for City__ County __ ED District__ Engineer__ Consultant __ Other __ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG Economic Development project? Yes __ No __ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
MEAN SCORE 
(1 =Satisfaction, 6 =Dissatisfaction) 
Training Sessions 
Introduction to the Fundamentals of Economic Develop_ment Finance 
2 3 4 5 6 
Identifying Gaps in Local Economic Development Projects 
2 3 4 5 6 
Presentation of Case Study- Exercise 1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Discussion of Case Study- Exercise 1 
2 3 4 5 6 
Resource LeverafllDg 
2 3 4 5 6 
Economic Develop_ment Finance Resources 
2 3 4 5 6 
Presentation of Case Study- Exercise 2 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Discussion of Case Study- Exercise 2 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please complete the other side also. 
COBG Project Reporting and Record Keeping 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Program Income Management 
2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Comments ___________________________________ _ 
Please complete the other side also. 
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT TRAINING PROGRAM EVALUATION 
February 25-26, 1998 
Ramada Plaza Inn, Lincoln, Nebraska 
lworkforCity __ County __ ED District __ Engineer __ Consultant __ Other __ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG Economic Development project? Yes _ No_ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale below) 
MEAN SCORE 
(1 = Satisfaction, 6 = Dissatisfaction) 
Training Sessions 
Fundamentals of Housing and Communitv Development 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Housing Research 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Housing Needs 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Housing Strategies 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Case Problem 
2 3 4 5 6 
Housing Technical Assistance and Resources- Panel Discussion 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meeting facilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please complete the other side also. 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Commenffi ______________________________________________________________ __ 
Please complete the other side also. 
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT TRAINING PROGRAM EVALUATION 
May 18-19, 1998 
Holiday Inn, Hastings, Nebraska 
I work for City__ County __ ED District__ Engineer__ Consultant __ Other __ 
Have you previously administered a CDBG Housing Development project? Yes _ No_ 
Please rate your satisfaction with the training (circle one number for each segment using the scale 
below) 
MEAN SCORE 
(1 =Satisfaction, S = Dissatisfaction) 
Training Sessions 
Fundamentals of Housing and Communitv Development 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Discussion of Government and Public Sector Involvement in Housing 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Housing Research 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Housing Needs and Housing Research 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Case Problem (Identifying Needs) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Discussion of Case Problem (Identifying Needs) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Housing Strategies: Panel Discussion 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Case Problem (Development of a Housing Plan) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Discussion of Case Problem (Development of a Housing Planl 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please complete the other side also. 
OED and Housing Development 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Housin.9. Technical Assistance and Resources: Panel Discussion 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Other 
Please rate the meetin.9. facilities. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please rate the lunches and breaks. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
How do you evaluate the overall program? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Which part of the training was most useful to you? 
Which part of the training was least useful to you? 
Comments'--------------------------------------------------------------------
Please complete the other side also. 
Appendix B. Program Theory Model 
Program Theory Model(Draft) 
Links between certification and grant writing that lead to community improvement 
Certification /l 
Gain skills to address 
community needs 
l 
knowledgeable 
community leaders 
l 
community becomes 
more proactive 
~ 
understand what is available 
to communities 
l 
write more grants 
1 
enhance community 
environment 
gain skills to 
properly write 
grants 
~ 
write more grants 
1 
more money available 
for communities 
l / 
Community Improvement 

App_endix C. Survey of Attitudes on Training and Certification Instrument 
CDBG TRAINING PROGRAM EVALUATION 
This survey is an effort to assist the Nebraska Department of Economic Development 
staff in assessing the effectiveness of the CDBG Training Program. This survey has been 
developed by a group of UNO students in the Masters of Public Administration program. 
As a participant in the CDBG training program, you have been selected to participate in 
this survey. Your responses are confidential, and no effort is being made to track 
individual responses to this survey. Thank you for your time and assistance with 
this project! 
I am employed by: 
My title is: 
__ a local government 
__ a development district 
other 
How many CDBG grants have you had a part in administering? 
__ self-employed 
__ a private firm 
How many years have you been involved with the CDBG program? 
Have you been re-certified? __ Yes No 
Has your certification expired without renewal? Yes No 
-- --
Ifyes, why did you chose not to become recertified? 
I) Prior to attending the certification program, I felt adequately trained to administer 
Community Development Block Grants. (circle one) 
----- Strongly Agree ··Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree -----
2) After attending the certification program, I felt adequately trained to administer 
Community Development Block Grants. (circle one) 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree -----
3) Prior to attending the certification program, I felt knowledgeable about CDBG 
Programs. 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree -----
4) After attending the certification program, I felt knowledgeable about CDBG 
programs. 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree -----
5) After attending the certification program, I felt capable of understanding, interpreting, 
and applying federal regulations regarding CDBG programs. 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree -----
6) After attending the certification program, I felt that I had a basic knowledge of 
community based and economic development programs. 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree -----
7) The certification program trained me for the actual circumstances I encountered when 
administering a grant. 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
8) Overall, I felt the certification program was worth attending. 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
If you disagree with #8., 
why? ________________________________________ ___ 
9) Since becoming a certified grant administrator, I call DED less often with questions 
about how to complete documentation 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
1 0) Since becoming a certified administrator, I make fewer errors completing 
documentation 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
11) After attending the CDBG Training Program, do you feel knowledgeable in: 
environmental review requirements? 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree -----
financial management requirements? ( drawdowns, program income, audit, etc.) 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
procurement requirements? 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
civil rights requirements? 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
construction contracts I labor standards requirements? 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
housing requirements? (acquisition, relocation, rehabilitation, demolition, etc.) 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
12) After becoming certified, I had more knowledge of the CDBG manual. 
----- Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
II) I felt that the following topics should have been better 
covered: ___________________ _ 
12) I feel that the certification program should be ____ longer ____ shorter in length. 
13) Other suggestions for the improvement of, or changes to the 
program: __________ _ 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE WITH THIS SURVEY 
PLEASE RETURN THE COMPLETED SURVEY IN THE STAMPED 
ENVELOPE PROVIDED BY NOVEMBER 15, 1998. 
Appendix D. Survey of Attitudes on Training and Certification Tabulated 
Responsest and Characteristics of Respondents 
Question Strongly Strongly No 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree response 
I 13 17 12 35 27 2 
2 16 56 20 11 4 I 
3 II 31 18 35 11 I 
4 18 67 13 4 4 I 
5 13 60 21 6 4 I 
6 15 69 10 6 4 I 
7 10 52 25 9 5 3 
8 22 59 12 7 4 I 
10 9 39 39 8 4 8 
!Ia 4 51 28 II 4 5 
lib 9 62 21 5 4 4 
lie 8 63 20 5 5 4 
lid 4 63 22 6 5 4 
lie 3 60 27 6 5 4 
!If 6 55 26 9 5 3 
12 26 57 8 6 5 2 
Total 187 861 322 169 100 45 
Employed by 
Local Govemment 63 
Development District 14 
Self-employed 3 
Private frrm 9 
Other 15 
No response 7 
How many CDBG grants have you had a part in administrating? 
None 13 
I 19 
2-5 40 
6- 10 7 
II - 25 10 
26-50 5 
No response 12 
How many years have you worked with the CDBG Program? 
None 5 
I 9 
2-5 36 
6-10 22 
11-25 15 
No response 18 
Have you been recertified? 
Yes 57 
No 40 
No response 9 
Has your certification expired without renewal? 
Yes 12 
No 84 
No response 1 0 
Response to: I feel that the certification program should be: 
Longer 26 
Shorter 17 
No response 63 
t All243 survey instruments were mailed November 12, 1998 and CDBG group A received 106 
responses during the 21 day window. Additional responses were received beyond the 106 
tabulated responses, but were not included in our research data. The total response return rate 
was 43.6% for the 2 1 -day period. 
Appendix E. Survey of Attitudes on Training and Certification Comments to Open-
ended Questions 
If respondent indicated their recertification had expired without renewal they were asked: 
Why did you chose not to become recertified? 
Time constraints. 
Inconvenient timing and locations. 
Other personnel are currently now doing this work. 
We should be notified before expiration of our certification occurs. 
Lack of time and cost concerns. 
Could not fit classes in schedule. 
Expensive process. 
If respondent disagreed with the statement that the certification program was worth 
attending they were asked: Why do you think the certification program was not worth 
attending? 
Training should be more concise. 
It was repetitive training. 
Training is needed, but certification did not do anything for me. 
Training was to brief and too general to help with technical aspects of program. 
Respondents were asked to completed the following statement: I felt that the following 
topics should have been better covered ... 
Greater depth and examples were needed. 
Construction contracts and labor standards. 
Housing rehab. 
D-1 
More on working with minorities. 
More emphasis on procedures. 
Economic development programs. 
Housing development programs. 
Program should be better organized. 
Environmental Davis-Bacon Act. 
Actual reports on quarterlies. 
Financial management requirements i.e. quarterly reports. 
Other suggestions for the improvements of, or changes to the program: 
More hands on training. 
More exercises and educational programs. 
Classes should be scheduled later in month to avoid conflict w/ govt meetings. 
Certification period should be longer, and training was not cost effective. 
Better presentation skills needed for instructors. 
Start at the beginning, go step- by- step, use a time line for the program. 
Use actual case studies, and actual grants as tools and lessons. 
To be certified, one should be tested, not just attend class. 
Course could be presented via video. 
Should be a mentor program with D.E.D personnel. 
Certification should not require renewal. 
Instructors should have hands on experience with program. 
D -2 
Extended length of Program to better cover materials. 
Forget testing. 
More class time is needed. 
Keeps review section. 
Greater efficiencies are needed. 
Testing should be done by "E-Mail". 
Renew every 3 years. 
Renew every 4 years. 
Follow grant process, step-by-step, beginning to end. 
Appendix F. DED Project Stafflnterviewed 
Greg Cecil CDBG Specialist 
Steve Charleston CDBG Program Manager 
Jan Fox Labor Standards Specialist 
Bill Ho Environmental Review/Economic Development Specialist 
Dave Honz Economic Development Speicalist 
Laura Huskey Housing and Homeless Specialist 
Shari Gamer Sterkel CDBG Specialist 
Larry Williams Legal Specialist 
Don Wright Financial Management Specialist 

Appendix G. Nebraska CDBG Certification Evaluation Pilot Grant File Instrument 
NEBRASKA CDBG CERTIFICATION EVALUATION 
PILOT GRANT FILE INSTRUMENT 
1. Grant and Administrator Information 
1 Grantee: 
2 Grant#: 
3 Grant Amount: 
4 Program Representative: 
5 Completion Date: 
6 Grant Administrator: 
a. Certification Date (NC=not certified): 
b. Expiration Date: 
c. Re-certification Date (NR=not re-
certified): 
10 Administrator Employer: 
a. local goverment 
b. development district 
c. private consulting firm 
d. self-employed 
11 City Size: 
a. Village 
b. Second Class 
c. First Class 
d. Metropolitan Area 
II. Grant Management Benchmarks 
10/22/98 
(circle one) 
(circle one) 
(1 =missed/unmet deadline, 2=improperly completed/unacceptable, 3=indicator or error) 
12. Deadlines 
a) Release of Funds 
b) Audit Report 
c) Program Completion 
d) Other ___ _ 
e) Other ____ _ 
Print answer in box 
provided for each 
catagory. 
Page 1 
Capacity GMS 
file: system: Grant file: 
Capacity GMS 
13 GranUproject alterations file: system: Grant file: 
a) Extensions 
1) number of extensions requested 
2) number of extensions granted 
3) total number of months extended 
b) Project Delays 
1) number of project delays 
2) number of justified project delays 
3) total number of months delayed 
c) Budget Amendments 
1) number of amendments requested 
2) number of amendments approved 
14. Reports/forms 
a) Quarterly reports 
b) Final Financial Report 
c) Job creation/retention Report (ED) 
d) Program Income Reports (HO &ED) 
e) Final Performance Report 
f) Other ________ _ 
g) Other ________ _ 
15. Monitoring Findings (List type of error in each category first, e.g., a 1 ,2, or 3 for each data source; for the 
case file source, show whether error was noted in the performance review checklist = a, or in the performance 
review monitoring letter=b) 
Capacity GMS 
file: system: Grant file: 
a) Program Progress: 
b) General Files: 
c) Environmental Review: 
d) Financial Management: 
e) Procurement: 
f) Professional Service Contracts: 
g) Civil Rights: 
h) Minority Business Enterprise 
Construction Contracts/Labor 
i) Standards: 
j) Acquisition: 
k) Relocation: 
I) Housing Rehabilitation: 
m) Demolition: 
n) Legal Files: 
o) Job Creation/Retention Verification: 
p) Equipment Verification: 
q) National Objective Compliance: 
Performance and Capacity 
r) Considerations: 
s) Other areas not listed: 
Page2 
Capacity GMS 
16. Correspondence file: system: Grant file: 
a) Warning Letters 
1) First warning 
2) Second warning 
3) Third warning 
b) Withholding Funding 
c) Suspending Funding 
d) Disbarment from Program 
e) Complaints 
1) Total number of complaints 
2) Number of complaints unresolved 
17 Subjective Observations by Program 
Representatives 
a) Requests for Assistance 
1) Excessive number 
2) Unnecessary (information in 
manual) 
b) Errors 
1) Excessive number 
2) Unnecessary (information in 
manual) 
c) Severe or substantial grant 
administration deficiencies 
d) Severe or substantial project 
implementation/completion 
deficiencies 
e) Continuity of 
administration/administrators 
f) Experience level of administrator 
g) Local government capacity 
h) Overall 
Page 3 

Appendix H. Sample of Pre- and Post-Certification Grant Files by Category and 
Award Amount for Pilot Study of evaluation Instrument 10/15/98 
Grant File Award Completion 
Numbwr Amonnt Date 
Bnsiness Development 
Pre-Certification 
Sarpy Co. 93-BD-003* $33,150 8/15/95 
Ainsworth 93-BD-016* 51,975 I 1120/95** 
Kearney 93-BD-024 75,000 8/18/95 
Post-Certification 
Cambridge 95-BD-002 25,400 6/24/98** 
Gering 95-BD-004 81,500 8/8/98** 
Leigh 95-BD-004 81,500 5/23/98** 
Comprehensive Revitalization 
Pre-Certification 
Ashland 93-CR-004* 200,000 7/15/95 
Nebraska City 93-CR-005 300,000 12/15/95** 
DuBios 93-CR-014* 160,000 7115/95 
Post-Certification 
Silver Creek 96-CR-006* 180,000 7/3/98 
Benedict 96-CR-009 86,700 7/3/98 
Dannebrog 96-CR-015* 269,400 7/3/98 
Housing 
Pre-Certification 
Farwell 93-H0-005 200,000 7/15/95 
Ainsworth 93-H0-012 150,000 7/15/95 
Talmadege 93-H0-013 184,500 7/15/95 
Post-Certification 
Neligh 96-H0-007 200,000 7/3/98 
Guide Rock 96-H0-008 200,000 7/3/98 
Bassett 96-H0-012 200,000 7/3/98 
Public Works 
Pre-Ce~tification 
Atkinson 93-PW-001 200,000 7/15/95 
Rogers 93-PW-002 193,500 7115/95 
Wauneta 93-PW-008 198,900 7/15/95 
Cedar Rapids 93-PW-018 139,700 7/15/95 
Ansley 93-PW-031 153,100 9/15/95 
Post-Certification 
Bloomfield 96-PW-001 * $160,000 7/3/98 
Oakdale 96-PW-003 250,000 7/3/98 
Tnnnbell 96-PW-005 234,900 7/3/98 
Gresham 96-PW-007 146,500 7/3/98 
Springview 96-PW-014 237,500 7/3/98 
Planning 
Pre-Cettification 
Hastings 94-PP-001 25,000 9/22/96** 
Gage Co. 94-PP-015 9,450 9/22/96** 
Decatur 94-PP-019 13,230 9/22/96** 
Post-Certification 
Cambridge 96-PP-002* 18,100 7/3/98 
Ashland 96-PP-017 25,000 7/3/98 
Pawnee City 96-PP-018 22,300 7/3/98 
Economic Development 
Pre-Certification 
Rock Co. 93-ED-002* 330,000 10/16/94 
So. Sioux City 93-ED-003 204,000 4/15/95 
Indianola 93-ED-007* 100,500 5/18/95 
Snyder 93-ED-008 505,000 1119/95 
Bellevue 93-ED-009* 505,000 7/8/95 
Hastings 93-ED-010* 264,875 3/18/95 
Adams Co. 93-ED-016* 303,000 8/25/95 
York 93-ED-017* 253,500 8117/95 
Grand Island 93-ED-018* 343,500 8/14/95 
Post-Certification 
Blair 96-ED-001 * 505,000 8/14/98 
West Point 96-ED-002* 480,000 7112/98 
Jefferson Co. 96-ED-003* 203,000 9113/98 
Sidney 95-ED-010* 128,000 10/4/97** 
Beatrice 95-ED-016 433,500 12/19/97** 
Hastings 95-ED-017* 501,500 3/16/98** 
Friend 95-ED-018* 175,000 2/13/98** 
Auburn 95-ED-020* 405,000 5/14/98** 
* = grant file examined and included in study 
**=overlap with initial certification/training workshop 9/25/95 
*** =from smaller award amount category 

